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~ Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. 

: i ee Washington, July 22 Nina OS 
SIR, © iP pes 

I nave the bapoy to inform you, that I have’ reccived ihe 

special commands of his royal highness the prince regent, act- 

ing in the name and on the behalf of his majesty, to make an 

* early communication to you of the sentiments which his royal 

highness was pleased, on the part of his majesty, to express to 


i eek on the occasion of his audience of leave. 
His royal hig signified to Mr. Pinkney, the decpregret 


~ with which he learnt that Mr. Pinkney conceived himself. to 


_ be bound by the instructions of his government to take his de- 


‘parture from England. “ 
His royal higbies informed Mr. Pinkney, that one of the 
earliest acts of hig governnient, in the name and on the behalf 


of his majesty, was to appoint an envoy extraordinary and 
minister plenipo 


- His royal highness particularly desired, that Mr. Pinkney 
would communicate these declarations to the United States in 
the manner which might appear best calculated to satisfy the 


-. president of his royal highness’ solicitude to facilitate an ami- 


cable discussion with the>government of the United States, 
‘upon every point of difference which had arisen between the 
two governments. 
--.-Thave the honor to be, &c. &c. &c. 

(Signed) - AUGS. J. FOSTER. 


The honorable James Monroe, ése. Exc. Efe. 


> 
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Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. — 
SIR, aks 5 ) Washington, July 3d, 1811. 
Ihave had the honor of stating to you, verbally, the system 
of defence to which his majesty has been compelled to resort, 


rests of his dominions against the new deseription of warfare — 


dor the; eps of protecting the maritime rights and inte- 


~ 


\ 


that has been'adopted by his enemies. I have presented to 
_you, the grounds upon which his majesty finds himself still _ 
Soblipedito continue that system; and TI conceive that {shall — 

best meet your wishes, as expressed to me this morning, if ina 

more formal shape, I should lay before you, the whole extent of 


‘© the; quastion, as it appears to his majesty’s government, to ex- 


ist between Great Britain and America. “ey 4 
I beg leave to call your attention, sir, to the principles on 
which his majesty’s orders in council were originally founded. 
The decree of Berlin was directly and expressly an act of war, 
by which France prohibited all ‘nations from trade or inter- ~ 
course with Great Britain, under peril of confiscation of their 
ships and merchandise; although France had not the means of 
imposing an actual blockade, in any degree adequate to sucha | 
purpose. The immediate and professed object of this hostile 


decree, was the destruction of all British commerce, through 


means entirely unsanctioned by the law of nations, and unau- 
thorised by any received. doctrine of legitimate blockade. _ 
This violation of the established law of civilized nations in 
war, would have justified Great Britain in retaliating upon the 
enemy, by asimilar interdiction of all commerce with France, — 
and with such other countries, as might co-operate with 2 
France ia her system of commercial hostility against Great _ 
Britain. ' Sia des pen Rak Po 
The object of Great Britain was not, however, the destruc- 
hon of trade, but its preservation, under such regulations as 
might be compatible with her own security; at the same 
time that she extended an indulgence to foreign commerce, 
which strict principles would have entitled her to withhold. 
The retaliation of Great Britain was not, therefore, urged to_ 
the full extent of her right; our prohibition of Prench trade, 
was not absolute, but modified, and in return for the absolute - 
prohibition of all trade with Great Britain, we prohibited not _ 
all commerce with France, but all such commerce with 
France, as should not be carried on through Great Britain. - 


It was evident that this system must prove prejudicial to es 


neutral nations: this calamity was foreseen, and deeply re-— 
gretied; but the injury to the neutral nation, arose from the — 
aggression of France, which had compelled Great Britain, in — 

her awn defence, to resort to adequate retaliatory measures of =~ 


% ee 


war. The operation on the American commerce, of those 
precautions, which the conduct of France had rendered indis- 
pensable to our atertbanl is therefore to be ascribed to the un- 

é sion of France ; and not to those proceed- 
ings on the part of Great Britain, which that aggression had 
rendered necessary and just. A 


the nation. es : 
_ The justification of his majesty’s orders in council, and the 


_ stored neutral commerce to the condition in which it stood, 
previously to the promulgation of those decrees, we should 
immediately repeal our rs in council. 
France has asserted, that the decree of Berlin was a mea- 
_ sure of just retaliation on her part, occasioned by our previous 
_ aggression ; and the French government has insisted that our 
system of blockade, as it existed previously to the decree of 
Berlin, was a manifest violation of the received law of nations. 
We must, therefore, sir, refer to the articles of the Berlin de- 
 eree, to find the principles of our system of blockade, which 
_ France considers to be new, and contrary to the law of nations, 
' By the 4th and 8th articles, it is stated, as a justification of 
~ the French deeree, that Great Britain ‘extends to unfortified 
towns, and Commercial ports, to harbors, and to the mouths of 
_ rivers, those righits of blockade, which by reason and the usage 
~ of nations, are applicable only to fortified places; and that the 
rights of blockade ought to be limited to fortresses, really 
invested by a sufficient force.” 
 Ttis added in the same articles, that Great Britain ‘has de- 
elated pisces to be in 2 state of blockade, before which she has 
‘Rot a single ship of war, and even places which the whole 
¢ : iprot ae tot? ae A 2 
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British force would be insufficient to blockade, entire coasis 
and a whole empire.” by 0 aber Daun ce aes 
Neither the practice of Great Britain, nor the law of nations, 
has ever sanctioned the rule now. laid down by France, thatno 
place excepting fortresses in a complete. state of inyestiture 
can be deemed. lawfully blockaded by sea... ., >. 
if such a rule were to be admitted, it would becorne nearly 
impracticable for Great Britain to attempt the blockade of any — 
port of the continent; and our.submission to. this perversion 
of the law of nations, while it y #ud destroy one of the princi- 
pal advantages of our naval superiority, would sacrifice the 
common rights and interests of all maritime states. ety 
It was evident that the blockade of May, 1806, was the prin- 
cipal pretended justification of the decree of Berlin, though © 
neither the principles on which that blockade was founded, nor 
its practical operation, afforded any colour for the proceedings. 
ef France. . ds Me) tay eon et ete 
In point of date the blockade of May, 1806, preceded the 
Berlin decree; but it was ajust and legal blockade according 
to the established law of nations, because it was intended to 
be maintained, and was actually maintained, by an adequate | 
force appointed to guard the whole coast described in the no- 
tification, and consequently.to enforce the blockade. — Sites 
Great Britain has never attempted to dispute that in the or2_ 
dinary course of the law of nations, no blockade can be justifia- 
ble or valid unless it be supported by anadequate force destin. 
ed to maintain it, and to expose to hazard all vessels attempt- 
ig to evade its operation. _The blockade of May, 1806, was 
notified by Mr. Secretary Fox, on this clear prineiple, nor was 
that blockade announced until he had satisfied himself by a 
communication with his majesty’s board of admiralty, that the 
admiralty possessed the means. and would employ them, of 
watching the whole coast from Brest to the Elbe, and of effec. 
tually enforcing the blockade. 5 athe hgh Rote Pee 
The blockade of May, 1806, was therefore (according to the 
doctrine maintained by Great Britain) just and lawful in its 
origin, because it was supported both in.intention and fact by 
an adequate naval force. This was the justification of that 
blockade, until the period of time when the orders in council 
were issued.’ . si— i dgedecnollg: Sudha Waal hen eth 
The orders in council were founded on adistinct principle—-- 
that of defensive retaliation. France had declared a blockade — 
of all the ports and coasts of Great Britain and her dependen-' 
cies, without assigning, or being able to assign any force to. 
support that blockade. Such an act of the enemy would have 
justified a declaration of the blockade of the whole coast of 
Mronec, even without the application of any particular force — 


\ 
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to ‘that service. Since the promulgation of the orders tn 
council the blockade of May, 1806, has becn sustained and ex- 
tended by the more comprehensive system of defensive retalia- 
tion on which those regulations were founded. But if the 
orders in council should be abrogated, the blockade of May, 
18¢6, could not continue under our construction of the law of 
_ nations, unless that blockade should be maintained by a due 
application of an adequate naval force. 
_ America appears to concur with France in asserting, that 
Great Britain’ was the origifial aggressor in the attack oa 
neutral rights, and has particularly objected to the blockade 
of May, 1806, as an obvious instance of that aggression on 
the partof Great Britain, _ , . 

’ Although the doctrinés of the Berlin decree respecting the 
rights of blockade, are not directly asserted by the American 
government, Mr. Pinkney’s correspondence would appear to 
countenance the principles on. which those doctrines are 
founded. ‘The objection directly stated by America against 
the blockade of May, 1806, rests on a supposition that no na- 
val force Which Great Britain possessed, or could have em- 
ployed for such a purpose, could have rendered that blockade 
effectual, and that therefore it was necessarily irregular, and 
could not possibly be maintained in conformity to the law of 
nations. ast ne i 

Reviewing the course of this statement, it will appear that 

the blockade of May, 1806, cannot be deemed contrury to the 
law of nations, either under the objections urged by the 
French, or under those declared or insinuated by the Ameri- 
can government, because that blockade was maintained by a 
sufficient naval force: that the decree of Berlin was not there- 
fore justified either under the pretexts alledged by France, or 
under those'supported by America; that the orders in council 
were founded on a just principle of defensive retaliation 
against the violation of the law of nations committed 'b 
_ France in the decree of Berlin; that the blockade of May, 
_ 1806, is now included in the more extensive operation of the 
erders in council; and lastly, that the orders in council will 
not be continued beyond the effectual duration of the hostile 
decrees of France; nor will the blockade of May, 1806, con- 
tinue, after the repeal of the orders in council, unless his 
majesty’s government shall think fit to sustain it by the spe- 
cial: application of a sufficient naval force, This fact will not 
be suffered to remain in doubt; and if the repeal of the orders 
in council should take place, the intention of his majesty’s 
government, respecting the blockade of May, 1806, will be 
_ notified at the same time. 3 

‘Tnecd not recapitulate to you, the sentiments of his ma- 


8 
jesty’s government, so often repeated on the Subject of the 
‘French minister’s note to General Armstrong, dated the 5th 
of last August. The studied ambiguity 0: that note, has ~ 
since been amply explained, by the conduct and language of 
the govertiment of France ; of which one of the most remarka- — 
ble instances is to be found in the speech of the chief of the — 
French government, on the 17th of last month, to certain de-_ 
puties from the free cities of Hamburgh, Bremen, and Lu-~ 
beck; wherein he declares, that the Berlin and Milandecrees, 
shall be the public code of France, as long as England main- — 
tains her orders in council, of 1806 and 1807. Thus pronoun- 
cing, as plainly as language will admit, that the system of vio- 
lence and injustice, of which he is the founder, will be main- 
tained by him, until the defensive measures of retaliation, to — 
which they gave rise, on the part of Great Britain, shall be 
abandoned. | I kacgscbo tke Rapp abe 

If other proofs were necessary to show the continued exist- 
ence of those obnoxious decrees, they may be discovered in 
the imperial edict dated at Fontainbleau in October 19th, 1810, — 
that monstrous production of violence, in which they aremade _ 
the basis of a system of general and unexampled tyranny and 
eppression over all the countries subject to, allied with, or 
within reach of the power of France; in the report of the _ 

French minister for foreign affairs, dated last December, and ~ 
in the letter of the French minister of justice to the president 
of the council of prizes; to this latter, sir, I would wish par- 
ticularly to invite your attention; the date is the 25th Decem- © 
ber, the authority it comes from most unquestionable, and _ 
you will there find, sir, the duke of Massa in giving his in- 
structions to the council of prizes, in consequence of the presi- 
dent of. the United States’ proclamation of November 3d, _ 
most cautiously avoiding to assert that the French decrees — 
were repealed, and ascribing not to such repeal, but tothe am- ~~ 
biguous passage which he quotes at length from Mr. Cham- — 
pagny’s letter of August 5, the new attitude taken by America; 
and yow will also find an evidence in the same letterof the ~~ 
continued capture of American ships after November 1, and ~_ 
under the Berlin and Milan decrees, having been contemplat- 
ed by the French government, since there is a special direc- 
tion given for judgment on such ships being suspended incon- 
sequence of the American proclamation, and for their being — 
kept as pledges for its enforcement. Shs AG Bae i a eel lla 

Can, then, sir, those decrees be said tohaye beenrepealed at —_ 
the period when the proclamation of the President of the — 

United States appeared, or when America enforced her non- 
:mportation act against Great Britain? Are theyso at this” 
moment? To the first question, the state papers which Thaye 


- 


daria tr os aie 
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ae aa 
posing that the repeal had since taken place, it is clear that on 
at Bordeaux, and o the Grace Ann Green, seized at or carried 


‘referred to appear (0 give a sufficient answer: for even sip- 
November 3, there was no question as to that not being then 
the case ; A cpa nad the ship New-Orleans packet, seized 
; and of 
into Marseilles, being cases arising under the French decrees 
of Berlin and Milan, as is very evident. Great Britain might 
therefore complain of being treated with injustice by Ameri- 


ea, even supposing that the conduct of France had since been 
unequivocal. 


America contends that the French decrees are revoked as it 
respects her ships upon the high seas, and you, sir, inform me 
that the only two American ships taken under their maritime 
operation, as you pe plese to term it, since November 1, 
have been restored ; but may net they have been restored in 
consequence of the satisfaction felt in France at the passing 
of the non-importation act in the Agperican Congress, an event. 
so little to be expected: for otherwise why having becn cap- 
tured in direct contradiction to the supposed revocation, why 
were they not restored immediately ? 

The fears of the French navy however prevent many cases 
of the kind occurring on the ocean under the decrees of Ber- 
lin and Milan; but the most obnoxious and destructive parts 
of those decrees are exercised with full violence, not only in 
the ports of France, but in those of all other countries to 
which France thinks she can commit injustice with impu- 

ical Britain has a right to complain that neutral nations 
should overlook the very worst features of those extraordi- 
ps acts, and should suffer their trade to be made a medium 


Frou pecrees hnt.construing those decrees as extinct up- 
ona deceitful declaration of t 


United States’ government to reconsider the line of conduct 


ae cA > aan : uC 
state of strict neutrality. . 
~ L have only to add, sir, that on my part I shall ever be 
ready to meet you on any opening which may seem te afford 


10 


a prospect of restoring coments harmony Lebpeerk he iwo 
countries, and that it will at all times give me the greatest 
satisfaction to treat with you on oe important concerns so 
interesting to both. . . ER oe gd 
Ki I have the honor to be, Bees ee et Ara a a 
(Signed) AUGS. am POSTER: 
Lhe Hon. James Monroe, €fc. €c. . S eee te ee 


Mr.. Monroe to Mr. pe bapiss Nae 


rie | Department of ‘State, July 6th, 1811. hy 
I have had the honor to receive your letter of the 2d inst. 

in which you express the regret of his royal highness the 
prince regent, at the departure of the American minister _ 
from Great Britain, and state that it was one of the firstacts — 
of his government to appoint an envoy extraordinary and mi- 
nister plenipotentiary to the government of the United States, 
with a view of maintaining the subsisting relations of friend- — 
ship between the two countries, and that he was solicitous — 
to facilitate an amicable discussion with the government of 
the United States, upon every point of difference which had 
arisen between the two governments. ; . 

I am instructed by the President to acendedetae to you 
the great satisfaction which he has derived from the commu- 
nication which you have madé, of the disposition of his royal. 
highness, the prince regent, to cultivate friendship with the 
United States, and to assure you, that the prompt and _ 
friendly measure, which he adopted, by the appointment of 
an envoy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary to this — 
country, to maintain the relations of friendship, and - facilitate Ma 
an amicable discussion on every point of difference that had — 
arisen between the two governments, is considered | as a ‘fa-" 
vorable and interesting proof of that disposition, ~~ = 7) 

I am also instructed by the President, to state his sexy 
disposition to meet in a similar spirit, these frank and friend- 
ly assurances of the prince regent, and that nothing will be | 
waliting on his part, consistent with the rights of the United — 

‘States, that may be necessary to promote the re-establish- _ 
ment, in all respects, of that good understanding between 
the two countries, which he considers * babe highly i apo: 
_tant to the interests of both. A 

‘Permit me to add, sir; that if, as the organ Be my govern- 
ment, I can be, in any deer ec, instrumental, in concert with 
you, in promoting such a result, I shall derive from ‘it anny 

great and sincére satisfaction. ; : est : 
I have the honor to be) sean 

(Signed) ea pec sa MONROE 
Augustus J, Poster, : Baguire e Ge. ae ie eats , ee ee 
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~~ Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. 
ot 8h. SIRES RE e- | o> he ° ‘ ay 4 . (rete 
“SIR, 2 ahs Washington, July 7th, 1811. 
I beg leave to acknowledge the eens of your letter dat- 
ed yesterday, in answer to mine of the 2d inst. and to assure 
you .that it gives me very sincere pleasure to have to trans- 
mit, for the purpose of being laid before his royal highness 
the prince regent, acting in the name and on the behalf of 
his majesty, so satisfactorya testimony of the amicable man- 
ner in Which the president of the United States has received 
the instances and assurances of a friendly disposition on the 
gered. his royal highness towards the United States, which 

: S SaennQuevanoynecibEiness I had the honor to com- 

municateto the President through you. =. 

» The assurances which you have added, sir, of the gratifi- 
cation that you would yourself derive if, as the organ of your 
government, you Sinicldes instrumental towards re-establish- 
ing» a. good understanding -between both our countries, are 
app SANSA RAY own feelings on the subject not to be 

received with very high satisfaction. 
pont aeeteieedeveets Lhayesthe honor to be, &c. __ 
yous (Signed): jaigihsy ecg. os AUGS, J. FOSTER. 

_ Lhe Hon. James Monroe, Secretary of State. 
8 she atte 
aie Me Ts 


SSIRy 9 5 Washington, July 11th, 1811. 


respecting that part of my iet- 
wherein I have alluded io the 


ae 


The honorable James Monroe, 8c. Ee. 6 
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nary to a consideration of the question now at issue between 
the two countries. pated) *: bm 
-Thave the honor to be, &e.&e. * } 
_ (Signed) __. AUGS. J. FOSTER. 
Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe... 
sir, Washington, July 14th, 1811. 
_ His majesty’s packet boat having been seen so long de- 
tained, and a fortnight having elapsed since my arrival at. 
this capital, his royal highness the prince regent will néeces- 


“sarily expect that Ishould have to transmit to his royal high- 


ness some official communication as to the line’ of conduct 
the American government mean to pursue. I trust you will 
excuse me, therefore, sir, if without pressing for a detailed 
answer to my note of the 3d instant, I anxiously desire to 
know from you what is the President’s determination with 
respect to suspending the operation of the late act of Con-_ 
gress prohibiting all importation from the British dominions, | 
There have been repeated avowals lately made by the - 
government of France, that the decrees of Berlin ‘and Milan 
are still in full force, and the acts of that government have 
corresponded with those avowals. i$ dita 
The measures of retaliation pursued ‘by Great Britain 
against those decrees are consequently to the great regret of. 
his royal highness still necessarily continued. 3 
I have had the honor to staté to you the light in which his — 
royal highness the prince regent viewed the proclamation of 
the President of last November, and the surprise with which 
he learnt the subsequent measures of Congress against the 
British trade.’ ' PIN ashi Sh a state ae Ri 
American ships seized under his majesty’s orders in coun- — 
cil, even after that proclamation appeared, were not imme- 
diately condemned, because it was believed that the mMsidi- — 
ous professions of France might have led the American gov- 
ernment and the merchants of America into an erron ous 
construction of the intentions of France. aati aie 
But when the veil was thrown aside, and the French ruler ~ 


> 


- himself avowed the continued existence of his invariable’ sys. 


tem, it was not expected by his royal highness that America 

would have refused to retrace the steps she had taken) 
Fresh proofs have since occurred of the resolution of the _ 

French government to cast away all consideration of the — 

rights of nations in the unprecedented warfare they haye 

adopted. Ret Se a aaa 
America however still persists in her injurious measur 

against the commerce of Great Britain, and his royal hi 

“, 


“*. 


rs 
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ness ‘fias in ‘consequence been obligi to look to means of re- 
taliation against those measures which his royal highness can- 


_ not but consider as most unjustifiable. _ 


How desirable would it not be, sir, if a stop could be put 

te aed material progress in such a system of retaliation, 

hich from s Bees they lead to the most unfriendly situ- 
Mion Pee two countries ? 


je a ba gee will necessarily be guided ina 
contents of my first despatches as to the 


| to to fonget Lemos he ever was Sbliged. to have any 


ject in” view besides that of endeavoring to promote 
un possible between the two counvies. 

. waar Bas eg) to be, &e Ke. 

5 i AUG. J. FOSTER. 


( ) 
The honorable James Monroe, &c. &e. 


: ‘Mr. M onroe to Mr. Foster. 
srk, a4 Department of Sta: es 15th July, 181f. 
' The’ cyeasoning and scope of the wo !e.ers [have had 
- the honor to receive from you, dated on the 3d and 14th inst. 
_ rest essentially on a denial thatthe French decrees of Berlin 
and Milan are . These decrees comprise regulations 
essentially different in their principles ; some of them violat- 
ing the neutral rights of the United States, others operating 
against Great Britain without any such violation. 
. order to understand distinctly and fully the tenor of 
Ons, | will pardon the request I have the 
ofan explanation of the precise extent in which 
die French decrees. is made a condition of the 
repeal he British orders; and particularly whether the 
coniditioa? embraces the seizure of vessels and merchandise 
_ entering French ports in contrayention of French regulations, 
as oe. as the capture on the high seas of neutral vessels and 
on the snere allegation that they are bound to, 
ae wr hoe ie ports,or hg they have on board British pro- 


have the Gbior to be, ke. 


(Signed) JAS. MONROF. 
, * 4 $ hi 
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_ Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. ~ 
SIMI | ».  .... Washington, July 16, 1811: 

I had the honor to receive the letter which you addressed. . 
to me under yesterday’s date, requesting an explanation from 
me, in consequence of my letters of the 3d and 14th imstant 
of the precise extent in which a repeal of the French decrees 
is by his majesty’s government made a condition of the repeal 
of the British orders, and particularly whether the condition 

. embraces the seizure of vessels and'merchandise entering ~~ 
French ports in contravention of French regulations, as well 
ns the cxpture on the high seas of neutral vessels and their 
cargoes, on ithe mere allegation that they are bound to or from» 
British ports, or that they have on board British preductions 
or manufactures; as aiso stating, that in your, view of the 
French decrees, they comprise regulations essentially differ- 
ent in their principles, some of them violating the neutral — 
rights of the United States, others operating against Great 
Britain without any such violation.. — Hp oY 

You will permit me, sir, for the purpose of answering 
your questions as clearly and concisely as possible, to bring 
into view the French decrees themselves, together with the 
official declarations of the French minister, which accompa- 
nied them. MRE oe Nn a Vin ae 

In the body of those decrees, and in the declarations allu- 
ded to, you will find, sir, express avowals, that the princi- 
ples on which they were founded, and the ‘provisions con- 
tained in them, are wholly new, unprecedented, and in di- 
rect contradiction to/all ideas of justice and the principles 
and usages of all civilized nations. Sa 

The French government did not pretend to say, that any 
one of the regulations, contained in those decrees was aree 

_ jation which France had ever been in the previous 

They were consequently to be considered, and 
allowed by France herself'to be, all of them, pa 

| system of warfare, unauthorised by the estab. s] -d laws o 

ie,” Di” oe Wee * 

_~ [tis inthis ight, in which France herself has placed her ~ 

decrees, that Great Britain ts obliged to consider them. . eal 
The submission of neutrals to any regulations made by bast 

France, authorised by the laws of nations, and practised in 

former wars, will never be complai f by Great Britain; ay 
but the regulations of the Berlin and Milan decrees do, and 
are declared to, violate the laws of nations and the rights ‘of _ 


wes - 


% 
sources of Great Britain. "The ruler of France has drawn no ; 

347 + r ‘ ¥ 4 x3 
distinction between any of them, nor has he declared the ces- : 
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neutrals, for the purpose of attacking through them the re- — : : 
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sation of any one of tl in the speech which he so lately ad- 
dressed to the deputation from the free imperial Hanse 
‘Towns, which was on the contrary a confirmation of them all. 

Not until the French decrees, therefore, shall be effectu- 
- ally repealed, and thereby neutral commerce be restored to 


_ the situation in which it stood previously to their promulga-. 


* tion, can. his royal highness conceive himself justified, con- 
sistently_ with what he owes to the safety and honour of Great 
_ Britain, in oing the just measures of retaliation, which 
his: majesty, im is defence, was necessitated 4 adopt against 
ay cat 
cathy trust, sir, that ‘this explanation, 3 in answer so your inqui- 
ries, will be considered by. you sufficiently satiafactory ; 
should you require any further, and which it may be in my 
Esai ge give, ly shall, with the greatest cheerfulness, af 
RRS rd ee 
_I sincerely hope, however, that no further delay will be 
thought necessary by the President in restoring the relations 
of amity, which should ever subsist between America and 
_ Great Britain, as the delusions attempted by the government 
of France have now been made manifest, and the perfidious 
plans of its ruler exposed, by which, while he adds to, and 
aggravates, his system of violence against neutral trade, ic 
endeavours to throw all the odium of his acts upon Greai 
Britain, with a view to engender discord between the neutra! 
countries and the only power which stands up as a bulwark 
against his efforts at universal tyranny and oppression. 
_Excuse me, sir, if 1 express my wish as early as possible to 
despatch his majesty’s packet boat, with the result of our 
communications; as his majesiy’s government will necessa- 
rily be most anxious to hear from me. Any short period of 
dimes however, which may appear to you to be reasonable, I 
iste barsetain her. ° 


ry AUG. J. FOST ER. 
able ames Monroe, &e. Ese. 
Mr. Monroe to Mr. Foster.. 
Department of State, July 23. 


“T have submitted to the President your several letters of 


the $d and 16th of this month, relative to the British orders 
| ineouney and. the blockade of May, 1806, and I have now the 
I onour to: communicate to you his sentiments on the view 
pase ited of those measures of your govern- 


s 4 weal your communication would have led to an 
ate Beeupnodation of the differences subsisting he- 


re 
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=, ‘ ‘ 
iween our countries, on the ground, on which alone, it is pos- 


sible to meet you. ) 
yourself to a vindication of the measures. which produced 


somevof them:  ~ Ney : vee: 
‘The United States are as little disposed, now, as heretofore, 


-to enter into the question concerning the priority of aggres- 
sion, by the two belligerents, which could not be justified by - 


It is regretted that you have confined _ 


- 


either, by the priority of those of the other. But as you — 


bring forward that plea in support of the orders in ‘council, 1 
must be permitted to remark, that you haye yourself furnish- 


ed a conclusive answer to it, by admitting that the blockade 


of May, 1806, which was prior to the first of the French de- 
crees, would not be legal, unless supported through the whole 
extent of the coast, from the Elbe to Brest, by an adequate 
naval force. That sucha naval force was actually -applied, 
end. continued, in the requisite strictness, until that blockade 
was comprized in, and superseded by, the orders of Noyer- 
Ler of the following year, or even until the French decree of 
the same year, will not, I presume, be alleged. 

But waving this question of priority, can it be seen without 
both surprise and regret, that it 1s still contended, that the 
orders incouncil are justified by the principle of retaliation, 
and that this principle is strengthened by the inability of 


France to enforce her decrees. A retaliation is im its name, - 


and its essential character, a returning a like for like. Is the 
deadly blow of the orders in council against one half of our 
commerce, areturn of like for like toan empty threat in the 
French decrees against the other half? It may bea vindictive 
hostility, as far as its effect falls on the enemy. But when 
falling on ‘a neutral, who on no pretext can be hable for 
more than the measure of injury received through such neu- 
tral, it would not be a retaliation, but a positive wrong, by 
the plea on which it is founded. 


It is to be further remarked that the orcers in council went . 


even beyond the plea, such as this has appeared to be, in ex- 
tending its operation against the trade of the United States, 
with nations which like Russia had not adopted the French 
decrees, and with all nations which had merely excluded the 


British flag; an exclusion resulting as matter of course, with 


? 


respect to Whatever nation Great Britain might happen tobe 


aewar. ) 


Tam far from viewing the modification originally contained 


in these orders; which permits neutrals to prosecute their 


; 


‘trade with the continent, through Great Britain, in the fa- 
‘vorable light in which you represent it. It is impossible to ° 
proceed to notice the effect of this modification without ex- 
pressing our astonishment at the extravagance of the politi- 


“£7. 


‘i > by it: a pretension which is utterly in- 
| te wien the sovereignty and independence of other 
In a commercial view it is not less objectionable as 


_ anenemy, Great I cannot trade with France Nor does 
’ France a neutral to come into her ports from Great 
eae ny i am attempt of Great Britain to force cur trade 


, would have therefore the commercial ef 
of United States altogether of the market 
of Afi emy for their te and of destroying their 
_ value in her market by a surcharge of it. Heretofore it has 
been ‘ea usage of belligerent Gatos to carry on their trade 
throug! Se daeeaae of neutrals, and this had the benefi- 


cial effect | of extending to the former the advantages of peace, 
while suffering tmder the calamities of war. To reverse the 
rule, and to pes Sonali tom at peace the calamities of war, 
is a change ‘novel and extraordinary as it is at variance 


with fetes and public law. 
«ines gt tem system, the United States lawl at 
test. They considered it 
bere # her to evince to the their high disapprobation 
of ian they have done so by such acts as were deemed 
‘most consistent withthe rights and the policy of the nation, 
‘Remote from the contentieus scene which desolates Europe, 
‘it has been their uniform object to avoid becoming a party 
to the war. With this view they have endeavoured to cul- 


- tivate | with both parties, by a systcin of conduct 
 miebronbhs to a that effect. They. have done 
Tee ice to each party in every transaction in which they have 

i with it. They have observed the 


/ separate! 

i aaah creeds ar due to both as belligerents standing 
on equal ground, in no instance given a preference to 
- either: at the, “ane the other. They have borne too, 

m : se, injuries from both, being willing 
Bt ssible to impute them to casualities insepa- 
‘ abl > from ate of war, and not to a deliberate intention 
to violate their rights. Andeven when that intention could 

not be mistaken, they have not lost sight of the ultimate ob- 
of their policy. In the measures to which they have 
Ts to resort, they have in all respects mail tain- 
ed pacitic reJations with both parties. The alternative pre- 
sented. by their late acts, was offered equally to both, and 
gota neither, no longer than it should persevere 
wis essions on our neutral rights. The embargo and 
- Mon-intercou se were pacific measures. The regulations which 
peso nposed on our trade w ere such as anv nation might 
sae : " 


oe chet pt 2 - 


“teamot fail to. qos tructive to neutral commerce. As. 
tain 


~~ 
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adopt in peace or war, without offence to-any other nation. 
The non-importation is of the same character; and if it makes — 
a distinction at this time in its eperation between the belli- 
verents, 1t necessarily results from a compliance of one, with 
the offer made to both, and which is still open to the com- 
pliance of the other. ae ie ke hiccge Sees 
In the discussions which have taken place on the subject of » 
the orders in council and blockade of May, 1806, the British» 
government, in conformity to the principle on which the or- 
ders in council are said to be founded, declared that they” 
should cease to operate as soon as France revoked her édicts. 
It was stated also that the British government would proceed 
pari passu with the government of France in the revocation* 
of her edicts. Iwill proceed to shew that the obligation on - 
Great Britain to reyoke her orders is complete, according to. 
her own engagement, and that the revocation ought not to be - 
tonger delayed. ‘ ; Faget pai et Ato tot ds 
By the act of May Ist, 1810, it is provided that if either 
Great Britain or France should cease to violate the neutral 
commerce of the United States, which fact the President ~ 
should declare by proclamation, and the other party should 
not within three months thereafter revoke or modify its 
edicts in like manner, that then certain sections in a former ~ 
act interdicting the commercial intercourse between the Uni- - 
ted States and Great Britain and France and-their dependen- | 
cies, shouid from and after the expiration of three months” 
from the date of the proclamation, be revived, and have full ~~ 
force against the former, its colonies and dependencies, and 
against all articles the growth, produce or manufacture of 
the same. . eT it, Re CUe ¥ 
The violations of neutral commérce alluded to in this act ~ 
were such as were committed on the high seas. It was in 
‘the trade between the United States and the British do- - 
minions, that France had violated the neutral rights of the 
United States, by her blockading edicts. It was in the trade 
with France and her allies, that Great Britain had committed — 
similar violations, by similar edicts. It was the revocation - 
. of those edicts, so far as they committed such violations, 
which the United States. had in view, when they passed the 
law of May Ist, 1810. ° subd SAE PES Abe He 2 
On the 5th August 1810, the French minister of foreign 
affairs addressed a note to the minister plenipotentiary of the 
United States at Paris, informing him that the decrees of.) 
Berlin and Milan were revoked, the revocation to take effect 
on the Ist of November following: that the measure had been) 
taken by his government, in confidence that the British go-. | 
vernment would revoké its orders, and renounce its new prm- © 
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ciple of blockade, or that the United States would cause 
their rights to be respected, conformably to the act of May 
* Pet 16 10s Tere! 
' This measure of the French goverriment was founded on 
the law of May Ist, 1810 as is expressly declared in the letter 
of the duke of Cadore announcing it. The edicts of Great 
Britain, the revocation of which were expected by France, 
were those alluded to in that act, and the means by which 
the United States should cause their rights to be respected, 
in case Great Britain should not revoke her edicts, were ike- 
wise to be found in the same act. They consisted merely in 
the enforcement of the non-importation act against Great 
Suitain, in that unexpecied and improbable contingency. 

‘The letter of the 5th August, which announced the revo- 
cation ef the French decrees, was communicated to this 
government, in consequence of which the President issued a 
proclamation on the 2d November, the day after that on 
which the repeal of the French decrees was to take effect, 
in which he declared, that all the restrictions imposed by 
the act of May Ist, 1810, should cease and be discontinued 
in relation to France and her dependencies. It was a neces- 
sary consequence of this proclamation also, that if Great 
Britain did not revoke her edicts the non-importation would 
operate against her at the end of three months. This actu- 
ally took place. She declined the revocation, and on the 2d 
of February-last, that law took effect. In confirmation of 
_ the proclamation an act of Congress was passed on the 2d of 

March following. — 

Great Britain still declines to revoke her edicts on the 
pretension that France has not revoked hers. Under that im- 
pression she infers that the United States have done her in- 
heen by carrying into effect the non-importation against 

The United Statés maintain that France has revoked her 
- edicts so far as they violated their neutral rights and were 
contemplated by the law of May Ist, 1810, and have on that 
ground nartictlaby elaimed and do expect of Great Britain 
4 Similar revocation. 

_ The revocation announced officially by the French minister 
of forcign affairs to the minister plenipotentiary of the United 
. States at Paris, on the 5th of August, 1810, was in itself suf- 
ficient to justify the claim of the United States to a corres- 
pondent measure from Great Britain. She had declared that 
she would proceed pari passu in the repeal with France, and 
the day being fixed when the repeal of the French decrees 
should take effect, it was reasonable to conclude that Great 
Britain would fix the same day for the repeal of her orders. 
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tad this been done, the proclamation of the President would 
have announced the revocation of the edicts of both powers 
at the same time, and in consequence thereof the non-impor-. 
tation wouid have gone into operation. against neither. Such 
too is the natural course of proceeding in transactions between ’ 
independent states ; and such the conduct which they gene. _ 
rally observe towards each other. In all compacts between 
nations, it is the duty of each to perform what it stipulates, 
_ and to presume on the good faith of the other, for a like per- 
formance. The United States having made a proposal to” 
both belligerents were bound to accept a compliance from 
either, and it was no objection to thé French compliance, 
that it was in a form to'takeeffeet at a future day, that being | 
a. form not unusual in laws and other public acts. Even when : 
nations are at war, and make peace, this obligation | of mutual 
confidence exists, and must be respected. In treaties of com-. 
merce, by which their future intercourse is to be governed, 
the obligation is the same. If distrust and jealousy are al- 
lowed to Preval the moral tie which binds nations together, 
in all their relations, in war as well as in peace, is ‘broken. 
What would Great Britain have hazarded by a prompt com- 
pliance in the manner suggested? Shie had declared. that she | 
had adopted the restraints imposed by her orders in council 
with reluctance, because of their distressing effect on neutral 
powers. Here then was a favorable opportunity presented. to. me 


her, to withdraw from that measure with honor, be the con-~ Po) 


duct of France afterwards what it might. Had Great Britain 
revoked her orders, and France failed to fulfil her engagement, 
she would have guined credit at the expense of France, and. 
could have sustained no injury by it, because the failure of 
France to maintain her faith would have replaced Great Bri- 
tain at the point from which she had departed. To say that 
a disappointed reliance on the good faith of her enemy, would 
have reproached her foresight, would be to set a higher value 
on that quality than on consistency and good faith, and would 
sacrifice to a mere suspicion towards an enemy, the plain 
obligations of justice towards a friendly power. ~ . 
Great Britam has declined proceeding pari wheels with 

France, in the revocation of their respective edicts. She 
has held aloof and claims of the United States proof, not on- 


ly that France has revoked her decrees, but that she con- 


tinues to act in conformity with the revocation. 

To shew that the repeal is respected, it is deemed’ ean: 
cient to state, that not one vessel has been condemned — by 
French tribunals, on the principle of those decrees, since the ~ 


ist of November iast. "The New Orleans packet, from Gib- 


raltar to Bordeaux, was detained, but never comiymined: ‘The 
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Grace Ann Green, from the same British port, to Marseilles, 
was likewise detained, but afterwards delivered up, uncon- 
ditionally, to the owner; as was such part of the cargo of 
the New Orleans Packet, as consisted of the produce of the 
United States. Both these vessels proceeding from a British 
port, carried cargoes, some articles of which in each, were 
prohibited by the laws of France, or admissible by the sanc- 
tion of the government alone. It does not appear that their 
detention was imputable to any other cause. If imputable 
to the circumstance of passing from a British to a French 
port, or on account of any part of their cargoes, it affords no 
cause of complaint to Great Britain, as a violation of.our 
neutral rights. No such cause would be afforded, even in a ° 
ase of condemnation. The right of complaint would have 
belonged to the United States. 

In denying the revocation of the decrees, so far as it is a 
proper subject of discussion between us, it might reasonably 
_ be expected that you would produce some examples of ves- 
sels taken at sea in voyages to British ports, or on their re- 
turn home, and condemned under them, by a French tribu- 
nal. None such has been afforded by you: none such are 
known to this government. ~ 

You urge only, as an evidenee that the decrees are not re- 
_pealed, the speech of the emperor of France to the deputies 
_ from the free cities of Hamburg, Bremen, and Lubeck; the 

“imperial edict, dated at Fontainbleau, on the 19th Gctober, 
1810; the report of the French minister of foreign affairs, 
dated in December last, and. a letter of the minister of justice 
to the president of the council of prizes, of the 25th of that 
month.  —. ' 
* There is nothing in the first of these papers, incompatible 
‘with the revocation of the decrees, in respect to the United 
States. It isdistinctly declared by the emperor, in his speech 
_to the deputies of the Hanse Towns, that the blockades of the 
British islands shall cease, when the British blockades cease ; 
and that the French blockade shall cease in’ favor of those 
nations in whose favor Great Britain revokes hers, or who 
support their rights against her pretension, as France admits 
the United States will do, by enforcing the non-importation 
act. The same sentiment is expressed in the report of the 
minister of foreign affairs... The decree of Fontainbleau, hav- 
ing no effect on the high seas, cannot be brought into this 
discussion. It evidently has no connection with neutral rights. 
The letter from the minister of justice, io the president of 
_ the council of prizes, is of a different character. It relates in 
direct terms to this subject, but not in the sense in which 
you understand it. After reciting the note from the duke of 
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Cadore, of the 5th August last, to the American minister at 
Paris, which announced the repeal of the French decrees, and 

the proclamation of the President in consequence of it, it 
states that all causes arising under those decres, after the Ist 

of November, which were then before the court, or might af- 
terwards be ger ought before it, should not be judged. by the 
principles of the decrees, but be suspended until the 2d 
February, when the-United States having fulfilled their en- 
gagement, the captures should be declared void, and the 
vessels and their car goes, delivered up to their owners. This 
paper appears to afford an unequivocal evidence of the revo- 
cation of the decrees, so far as relates to the United States. By 
instructing the French tribunal to make no decision until the 

- 2d February, and then to restore the property to the owners, 

on a particular event, which has happened, all cause of doubt 

on that point seems to be removed. The United States may 
justly complain of delay in the restitution of that property, but 
that is an injury which affects them only. Great Britain has 

no right to complain of it. She was interested only in the re- 
vocation of the decrees, by which neutral rights would be 
secured from future violation; or if she had been interes‘ed 

in the delay, it would have afforded no pretext for n more than 
a delay i in repealing her orders till the 2d Febri uary. “From | 
that day at farthest, the French decrees would cease. “AU thé Nay 
same day ought her orders to have ceased. I might add to _ 
this statement, that every communication received from the OU 
French government, either through our representative there, » a 
or its representative here, are in accord with the actual repeal 
of the Berlm and Milan decrees, in relation to the neutral 
commerce of the United States. But it will suffice to re- 
mark, that the best, and only adequate evidence of their 
ceasing to operate, is the defect of evidence that they do 
oper ate. It is'a case Where the want of proof against the 
fulfilment of a pledge, is proof of the fulfilment. Every case 
occurring, to which if the decrees were in force, they would — 
be applied, and to which they are not appliéd, is a proof that 
they are ndt in force. And,if these proofs have not been 
more multiplied, I need not remind you, that a cause is to. 
be found, in the numerous captures under your orders in 
council, which continue to evince the rigor with which they 
are enfor ced, after a failure of the basis on which they were 
supposed to rest. 

But Great Britain contends, as appears by your last letter, 
that she ought not to revoke her orders in council, until the 
commerce of the continent is restored to -he state on which 
it stood, before the Berlin and Milan decrees issued; until the 
Frencli decrees are repealed, not only as to the United States, 
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‘ Vir, "S80 eo eee se , 
but so as:to permit Great Britain to trade with the continent. 
Is it then meant, that G. Britain should be allowed to trade with , 
all the powers with whom she traded at that epoch? Since 
that time, France has extended her conquests to the north, 
and raised enemies against Great Britain where she then had 
friends. Is it proposed to irade with them, notwithstanding 
the change in their situation? Between the enemies of one 
date, and those of another, no discrimination can be made: 
there is none in reason, nor can there be any of right, in prac- 
tice. Or do you maintain the general principle, and contend 
hat Great Britain ought to trade with France and her allies? 
Between enemies there can be nocommerce. ‘The vessels of 
either, taken by the other, are lable to confiscation, and are 
always confiscated. The number of enemies, or extent of 
country which they occupy, cannot affect the question. The 
laws of war govern the relation which subsists between them, 
which especially, in the circumstance under consideration, 
are invariable. .They were the same, in times the most re- 
mote, that theynow are. Even if peace had taken place be- 
tween Great Britain and the powers of the continent, she 
could not trade with them without their consent. Or does 
_ “Great Britain contend, that the United States, as a neutral 
power, ought to open the continent to her commerce, on such 
terms as she may designate? On what principle can she 
~ set up such a claim? No example of it can be found in the 
history of past wars, nor is it founded in any recognized prin- 
ciple of war, or in any semblance of réason or right. The 
United States could not maintajn such a claim in their own 
favor, though neutral... When advanced in favor of an enemy, 
it would be the most preposterous and extravagant claim ever 
heard of. Every power, where not restrained by treaty, has a 
right to regulate.its trade with other nations, in such man- 
ner as it finds most consistent with its interest: to admit, 
and on its own conditions, or to prohibit the importation of 
such articles as are necessary to supply the wants or encou- 
- tage the industry of its people. In what light would Great 
Britain yiew. an application from the, United States, for the 
repeal, of right, of any act of her parliament, which prohibit- 
ed the importation of any article from the United States, such 
-as their fish or their oil? Or Which claimed the diminution of 
the duty on-any other, such as their tobacco, on which so 
great a revenue is raised? In what light would she view a 
* similar application, made at the instance of France, for the 
nnportation into England of any article, the growth or manu- 
facture of that power, which it was the policy of the British / 
government to prohibit? j 
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If delays have taken place in the restitution of American 
property, and in placing the American commerce, in the ports 
of France, ona fair and satisfactory basis, they involve ques- 
tions, as has already been observed, in which the United States 
alone are interested: As they do not violate the revocation 
by France, of her edicts, they cannot impair the obligation of — 
Great Britain to revoke hers, nor change the epoch at which 
the revocation ought to have taken place, Had that duly fol- 
lowed, it is more than probable that those circumstances, 
irrelative as they are, which have excited doubt in the Bri- 
tish government ofthe practical revocation of the French de- 
crees, might not have occurred. 9 aie ea Saami 

Every view which can be taken of this subject, increases 
the painful surprise at the innovations on all the principles and 
usages heretofore observed, which are so unreservedly con- 
tended for in your letters of the 3d and 16th instant; and which, 
if persisted in by your government, present such an obstacle 
to the wishes of the United States for a removal of the difli- 
culties which have been connected with the orders in council, 

It is the interest of the belligerents to mitigate the calamities 
of war; and neutral powers possess ample means to promote 
that object, provided they-sustain with impartiality and firms 
ness, the dignity of their station. If belligerents expect 
advantage from neutrals, they should leaye them in the full — 
enjoyment of their rights. The present warhas been oppres- — 
sive beyond example, by its duration, and by the desolation 
which it has spread throughout Europe. It is highly import- 
ant that it should assume, at least, a milder character. By 
the revocation of the French edicts, so far as they respecied 
the neutral commerce of the United States, some advance is 
made towards that most desirable and consoling result. Let 
Great Britain follow the example......The ground thus gained, 
will soon be enlarged, by the concurring and pressig inter- 
ests of all parties; and whatever is gained, will accrue to 
‘the advantage of afflicted humanity. We aie ate hata 

I proceed-to notice another part of your letter of the Sd 
instant, which is viewed in a more fayorable light. The Pres 
sident has received, with great satisfaction, the communica- 
tion, that should the orders in council of 1807 be revoked, 
the blockade of May, of the preceding year, would cease 
with them, and that any’ blockade, which should be after- 
wards instituted, should be duly notified and maintained by © 
an adequate force. This frank and explicit declaration, — 
worthy of the prompt and amicable measure adopted by the 
prince regent, in coming into power, seems to remove a ma- 
terial obstacle to an accommodation of differences between 
our countries ; and when followéd by the reyocation of the © 
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orders im council, will, as Tam authorised to inform you, pra- 
duce ait immediate termination of the non-importation law by 
an exercise of the power vested in the President for that pur- 
pose. ~ 

I conclude: pith. remarking, that if Thave confined this let- 
ter to the subjects brought into view by yours, it is not be- 
eause the United States have lost sight, in any degree, of the 
other very serious causes of complaint, on which they have 
received no satisfaction, but because the conciliatory policy 
of this government, has thus far separated the case of the 
orders in council from others, and because with respect to 
these others, your communication has not afforded any rea- 
sonable prospectwf resuming them, at this time, with suc- 
‘cess. It is presumed that the same liberal view of the truc 
interests of Great Britain, and friendly disposition towards 
the United aaa: induced the prince regent to remove 
so material a di ulty as had arisen in relation to a repeal 
of the orders in council, will lead to a more favorable, fur- 
ther consideration of the remaining difficulties on that sub- 
ject, and that the advantages of an amicable adjustment of 
every question depending | between the two countries, will be 
seen by your government in the same light as they are by 
that of the United States. 
_ Yhave the honor to be, &c. &c. 
Be Sie. CBigned) JAS. MONROE, 
paren J.. Foster, Esq. &c. &c. 


78 _ Mr. Foster to Mr.. Monroe. 


BENS hh | Washington, July 24th, 1811. 
Savinntooe cetle to ascertain distinctly from your let- 
ter. to me of yesterday’s date, whether it was the determi- 
nation of the President to rest satisfied with the partial re- 
peal of the Berlin and Milan decrees, which you believe has 
taken place, so as to see no reason in the conduct of France 
for altering the relations between this country and Great 
Britain by emdaed his power of suspending the operation of 
the non-i ion act, allow me to repeat my question 
to you on this point as cetena ot in my letter of the 14th in- 
stant, before I proceed io make any comments on your answer. 
4 we have the honor to be, » 
- eae Pee ected consideration, Sir, 
~ Be ~ Your are obedient humble servant, 
Signed) 4 AUGS. J. FOSTER, 
The Ion. James Monree, Secretary fi State. 
ED SS ieee COE. Cc 
watt eee hie. A pe 4 


President’s proc! mation of last November, ‘and. to the 
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Mr. Monroe to Mr. Foster. 


SiR, Department of State, 26th July, 1811. 

T had the honor 'to receive your letter of yester ay’ *s Hats 
in time to submit it to the | view as the: President before : he 
left town. 

‘It was my object to state to you in my letter of the 23d: in- 
stant, that, under existing circumstances, it was impossible 
for the President to terminate the operation of the non-im- 
portation law of the 2d March last; that France having ac- 
cepted the proposition made by a previous law, equally to 
Great Britain and to France, and having revoked her de- 
crees, violating our neutral rights, and Great Britain’ having 
declined ‘to revoke hers, it became the duty of this govern- 
ment to fulfil its engagement, and to declare the Sha teh tan 
tation law in force against Great Britain.” ; 

‘This state of affiirs has not been sotight ay the United 
States. AVhen the proposition contained in the law of May 
Ist, 1810, was offered equally to both powers, there was cause ~ 
to presume that Great Britdin would have accepted it, in 
which event the non- importation law would not have operated 
against her, anes ss 

“It isin the power of the British government, at this time . 
to enzble the President to set the nonamportation law aside, 
by rendering to the United States an act of justice. If Great 

3ritain will cease to violate their neutral rights by revoking 
hed orders in council, in which event alone the President 
has the power, 1 am instructed to mform you that he will, 
without delay, exercise it by preci SHet ie ‘operation: of 
this law. 

It is presumed that the communications nitgehe I have Had 
the honour to meke to you of the revocation by France of her | 
decrees, so far as they violated the neutral rights of the United 
States, and of her conduct since the revocation, will present 
to your government a different view of the subject from that 
which it had: before taken, and produce i in ne couneiis a cor- : 
responding effect. ay ek gene se ube 

Ihave the honor to be, Buc.) RR et i aes 

» (Signed) a (SAS, ‘MONROE. 


Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. Be es sagl 


Sip, WF ‘ashingtor, ia 96; 1811.  Degeee 
i “hae had’ the honour to receive your letter of July ied . 
in answer to mine-of the 3d and 14th instant, whiel ‘give 


,me leave to say, were not merely relative to his ma jest rs or- | 


gers in council and the blockade of May, 1806, ‘but al SO" to ibe. 
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quent act of Congress of March 2d, as well as to the just 
complaints which his royal highness, the prince regent, had 
commanded me to make to your government, with respect to 
_the proclamation, and to that act.. 
If the United States’ government had expected that I 
_ Should have made communications which would have ena- 
bled them to come to an accommodation with Great Bri- 
tain. on the ground on which alone you say it was poss'+ 
ble to meet us, and that you mean by that expression a de- 
 parture from our system of defence against the new kind of 
warfare still practised by France, I am at a loss to discover 
from what source they could have derived those expectations : 


certainly not. from the correspondence between the marquis 
_ Wellesley and Mr. Pinkney. 


_. Before I proceed to reply to the arguments that are bro’t 
forward by you,, to show that the decrees of Berlin and Mi- 
lan are repealed, I must first enter into an explanation upon 
some points on which you have evidently misapprehended, 
for I will not suppose you could have wished to misinterpret 
‘my meaning. —» 


~ And, frst, in regard to the blockade of Mav, 1806, I must 


aver, that J am wholly ata loss to find out from what part of 
_my letter it is that the President has drawn the unqualified 
inference, that should the orders in council of 1807 be re- 
-voked, the blockade of May, 1806, would cease with them. 
It is most material, that on this point, no mistake should ex- 
ist between us. From your letter it would appear, as if on 
the question of blockade, which America had so unexpected- 


ly connected with her demand for a repeal of our orders~ in 


-council; Great Britain had made the concession required of 
_her; as if, after ali that has passed on. the subject, after the 
astonishment and regret of his majesty’s governmcnt at the 


_ United States having taken. up the view which the French 


government presented of our just and legitimate principles of 
blockade, which are exemplified in the blockade of May, 
1806, the whole ground taken by his majesty’s government 
was at once abandoned. When I had the honour to exhibit to 
you my instructions, and to draw up, as I conceived, accord- 
ing to your wishes and those of the President, a statement of 
the mode in which that blockade would probably disappear, 
I never meant to authorise sucli a conclusion; and I now beg 
most unequivocally to disclaimit. The blockade of May, 


1806, will not continue after the repeal of the orders in coun- 


cil, unless his majesty’s government shall think fit to sustain 
it by the special application of a sufficient naval force : and 
the fact of its being so continued or not will be notified at the 
‘time. [If in this view of the matter, which is certainly pre- 
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sented ina conciliatory spirit, oné of the obstacles to a com- 
plete understanding between our countries ‘can be removed 
by the United States’ government waving all further refer- 
ence to that blockade when they can be justified in asking 2 
repeal of the orders, and I may communicate this to my go- 
vernment, it will undoubtedly be very satisfactory ; but Ibeg 
distinctly to disavow having made any acknowledgement that 
the blockade would cease merely in consequence of a revoca- 
tion of the orders in council; whenever it does cease, 1t 
will cease because there will be no adequate force applied to ~ 
maintain it. RO ee eee 
On another very material point, sir, you appear to have 
misconstrued my words; for in no one passage of my letter — 


‘can I discover any mention of innovations on the part of Great 


Britain, such, as you say, excited a painful surprise in your 
government. There is no new pretension set up by his wha- 
jesty’s government. In answer to questions of yours, as. fo 
what were the decrees or regulations of France which Great 
Britain complained of, and against which she directs her re- 
taliatory measures, 1 brought distinctly into your view the 
Berlin and Milan decrees, enc you have not denied, because, 
fndeed, you could not, that the provisions of those decrees — 
were new measures of war on the part of France, acknow- 
ledged as such by her ruler, and-contrary to the principles. 
and usages of civilized nations.. That the present war has 
been oppressive beyond example, by its duration, and the 
desolation it spreads through Europe, I willingly agree with 
you, but the United States cannot surely mean to attribute 
the cause to Great Britain. The question between Great 
Britain and France is that of an honourable strugele against — 
the lawless efforts of an ambitious tyrant, and America cen 
but have the wish of every independent nation as to its result: 
On a third point, sir, Ihave also to regret, that my mean- 
ing-should have been mistaken. Great Britain never con- 
tended, that British merchant vessels should be allowed — 
to trade with her enemies, or that British property should be _ 
allowed entry into their ports, as you would infer; sucha — 
pretension would, indeed, be preposterous; but Great Britain 
does contend against the system of terror put in practice by 
France, by which, usurping authority wherever her arms or 
the timidity of nations will enable her to extend her influence, 
she makes it a crime to neutral countries, as well as to indi- 
viduals, that they should possess articles, however acquired, 
which may have been once the produce of English industry, 
or of the British soil. Against such an abominable andextra- 
vagant pretension, every feeling must revolt, and the honor,no _ 
jessthan the interest, of Great Britain, engages her to opposeit. 
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‘Turning to the course of argument, contained in your letter, 
allow me to express my surprise at the conclusion you draw 
in considering the question of priority relative to the French 
decrees or British orders in council. It was clearly proved, 
that the blockade of May, 1806, was maintained by an ade- 
quate nayal force, and therefore was a blockade founded on 
-just and legitimate principles, and I have not heard that it was 


f 


- considered in a contrary light when notified as such to you by 


Mr. Secretary Fox, nor until it suited the views of France to 
endeavour to have it considered otherwise. Why America 
took up the view the French government chose to give of it, 
and could see in it grounds for the French decrees, was al- 
ways matter of astonishment in England. 

_ “Your remarks on the modifications, at various times. of our 

| system of retaliation, will require the less reply from ‘the cir- 
cumstance of the order in council of April 1809, having su- 
perceded them all. They were calculated for the avowed 
purpose of softening the effect of the original orders on neu- - 
tral commerce, the incidental effect of those orders on neu- 
trals having been always sincerely regretted by his majesty’s 
government; but when it was found that neutrals objected 
to them, they were removed. 

As to the principle of retaliation, it is founded on the just 
and natural right of self-defence against our enemy ; if France 
is unable to enforce her decrees on the ocean, it is not from 
the want of will, for she enforces them wherever she can do 
it; her threats are only empty where her power is of no avail. 
» In the view you have taken of the conduct of America in 
her relations with the two belligerenis, and in the conclusion 

“ you draw with respect to the impartiality of your country, as 
exemplified in the non-importation law, I lament to say, I can- 
not agree with you. That act is a direct measure against the 
British trade, enacted at a time when all the legal authori- 

_ ties in the United States appeared ready to contest the state- 
ment of a repeal of the French decrees, on which was founded 
the President’s proclamation of November 2d, and conse- 
quently to dispute the justice of the proclamation itself. 

You urge, sir, that the British government promised te 
proceed pari passu with France in the repeal of her edicts. 


_ It is to be wished you could point out to us any step France 


has taken in the repeal of hers. Great Britain has repeatediy 
declared; that she would vepeal when the French did so, and 
she means to keep to that declaration. 
_ Ihave stated to you, that we could not consider the letter - 
ef August 5, declaving the repeal of the French edicts, pro- 
vided we revoked our orders in council, or Americaresented 
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our not doing so, as a step of that nature; and the French — 
government knew that we could not; their object was evi- 
dently, while their system was adhered to in all its rigour, to — 
_ endeavour to persuade the American government thatthey _ 
had relaxed from it, and to induce her to proceed inenforcing «— 
the submission of Great Britain to the mordinate demands of 
France. It is to be lamented, that they have but too well 
-succeeded; for the United States’ government appear to have 
considered the French declaration in the sense in which 
France wished it to be taken, as an absolute repeal of her 
decrees, without adverting to the conditional terms which - 
accompanied it, ~ oe EEE dT Hae 
. But you assert, that no violations of your neutral rights by 
France occur on the high seas, and that these were all the 
violations alluded to in the act of Congress of May, 1810: 1 
readily believe, indeed, that such cases are rare, but it is ow- 
ing to the preponderance of the British navy that they are so. 
When scarce a ship under the French flag can venture to sea 
without being taken, it is not extraordinary that they make 
no captures. If such violations alone were within the pur- 
view of your law, there would seem to have been no necessity 
for its enactment. The British navy might have been safely 
trusted for the prevention of their occurrence... But I have. 
always believed, and my government has believed, that the 
American legislators had in view, in the provisions of their 
law as it respects France, not only her deeds of violence on 
the seas, but all the novel and extraordinary pretensions and 
practices of her government, which infringed their neutral — 
rights. Ca RCE le ge aR atte et Rea J 
» We have had no evidence as yet of any of those pretensions 
being abandoned.. To the ambiguous declaration im Mr. 
Champagny’s note, is opposed the unambiguous and personal. ~ 
declaration of Bonaparte .himseli. You urge that there is. — 
nothing incompatible with the revocation of the decrees, in ~ 
respect to the United States, in his expressions to the depu- 
ties from the free cities of Hamburg, Bremen and Lubeck, — 
that it is distinctly stated m that speech, that the blockade of 
the British islands shall cease when the British blockades cease, 
and that the French blockade shall cease in favor of those 
nations in whose favor Great Britain revokes hers, or who. 
support their rights against her pretension, — 9 =) 
it is to be inferred from this and the corresponding partsof —_ 
the declaration alluded to, that unless Great Britain sacrifices 
her principles of blockade, which are these authorised by the * 
established law of nations, France will-still maintain her de-. 
crees of Berlin ‘and Milan, which, indeed, the speechingques- 
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“tion declares to be the fundamental laws of the French em- 
ire. Asay 

I do not, I Sbnkiaw: conceive iow chine avowals of the olan 
of France can be-said to -be compatible with the repeal of his 
_ decrees in respect to the United States: If the United States 
_are prepared to insist on the sacrifice by Great Britain of the 
ancient and established rules of maritime war practised by 
her, then indeed they may avoid the operation of the French 
- decrees, but otherwise according to this document it 18 very 
clear that they are still subjected to them. 

’ The decree of Fontainbleau is confessedly Sinded on the 
decieskt of Berlin and Milan, dated the 19th October, 1810, 
and. proves: “their continued existence. The report of. the 
French minister of December 8, armouncing the perseverance 
_ of Franee in her decrees, is still further in confirmation of 
them, and a re-p al of the letter of the minister of justice of - 
the 25th last’ mber, confirms me in the inference I drew 
_ from it, for otherwise why should that minister make the 
_ prospective restoration of American vessels taken after the 
Ist November, to be a consequence of the non-importation 
and not of the French revocation. -If the French government 
had’ been ‘sincere ‘they would have ceased infringing on the 

neutral rights of America after the 1st November : that they 
violated them however, after that period, is notorious. ‘ 
_ Your government seem to let it be understood thatan am: 
biguous declaration from Great Britain, similar to that of the 
_ French minister, would have been acceptable to them. But, 
_ sir, is it consistent with the dignity of a nation that respects 
~ itself to speak in ambiguous language? The subjects and 
- citizens of either country would in the end be the victims, as 


_. Many are already in all probability who from a misconstruc- 


tion of the meaning of the French government have been led 
_ into the most imprudent speculations. Such conduct would 
“not be to proceed pari passu with France in revoking our 
edicts, but to descend to the use of the perfidious and. jug: 
_ ging ‘contrivances of her cabinet, by which she fills her coffers 
“at the expense of independent nations. A similar construction 
of proceeding pari passu might lead to such decrees as those 
_ of Rambouillet or of Bayonne, to the system of exclusion or 
of licenses, all measures of France against the American com- 
merce, in nothing short of absolute hostility. 

“It is urged that no vesse] has been condemned by the tribu- 
“nals of France on the principles of her decrees since the Ist 
November. You allow, however, that there have been some 
detained since, that period, and that. such part of the cargoes 
_ as consisied of goods not the produce of America were seized, 
Bat he other part together with the vessel itself only releas- 


ed after the President’s proclamation became ‘known ig 
France: these circumstances surely only prove the difficulty. . 


that France is under in reconciling her anti-commercial and .. 
anti-neutral system, with her desire to express her satisfaction _ 


at the measures taken in America against the commerce of 
Great Britain. She seizes in virtue of the Berlin and Milan 
decrees, but she makes a partial restoration for the purpose of 
deceiving America. . . ! haere. 


I have now followed you, I believe-sir, through the whole 2 


range of your argument, and on reviewing the course of it 1 


think I may securely say that no satisfactory proof has as yet _ 


been brought forward of the repeal of the obnoxious decrees — 


of France, but on the contrary that it appears they continue ~ 


in full force, consequently that no grounds exist on which you | 


can with justice demand of Great Britain a reyocation of her — 


orders in council.. That we have aright to complain of the 
conduct of the American goyernment in enforcing the provi- _ 


sions of the act of May, 1810, to the exclusion of the British: — 


trade, and afterwards in obtaining a special law for the same 


puxpose though it was notorious at the time that France still 


continued her aggressions upon American commerce, and had © 


recently promulgated anew her decrees, suffermg no trade 


é 
vations on the part of Great Britain or of her pretensions to 
trade with her enemies are wholly groundless. I have also 
stated to you the view his majesty’s government has taken of | 


from this country, but through licenses publicly sold by her 
agents, and that all the suppositions you have formed of mno- 


the question of the blockade of May, 1806, and it now only. 


remains that I urge afresh the injustice of the United States’ 
government persevering in their union with the French system __ 
for the purpose of crushing the commerce of Great Britam. 
From every consideration which equity, good policy or in- 
terest can suggest, there appears to be such a call upon Ame- » 
rica to give up this system which favors France to the injury — 


of Great Britain, that I cannot, however little’satisfactory your © 
communications, as yet abandon all hopes that even before the - 


Congress meet, a new view may be taken of the subject by the. 


President which will lead toa more happy result. — . 
I have the honor to be, &c. &e. a Te 
(Signed) AUG. J. FOSTER. 
The Hon. Jumnes Monroe, €8c. Ee. Set Aa re Ne 


Mr. Monroe to Mr. Foster. . : . ‘e : beta 
SIR, Department of State, Oct. Ist, 1811. — 


I have had the honor to receive your letter of the 26th Eft, . 


July, and to submit it to the view of the President. 


In answering that letter, it <s proper that I should notice a 
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complaint that I had omitted to reply in mine of the 23d of 
July, to your remonstrance against the proclamation of the 
President of November last, and to the demand which you had 
made, by the order of your government, of the repeal of ihe 
_Non-importation act of March 2d of the present year. 

My letter has certainly not merited this xnputation. 

' ‘Having shewn the injustice of the British government, in 
issuing the orders in council, on the pretext assigned, and its 

still Fahey injustice in adhering to them after that pretext 
had failed, a respect for Great Britain, as wellas for the Uni- 
ted States, prevented my placing, in the strong light in which 
the subject naturally presented itself, the remonstrance al- . 
luded to, and the extraordinary demand founded on it, that 
while your government aecommodated in nothing, the United 
States should relinquish the ground, which by a just regard 
to the public rights and honor, they had been compelled to 
take. Propositions tending to degrade a nation, can never 
be brought into discussion, by a government not prepared to 
submit ¢o the degradation. It was for this reason that I con- 
fined my reply to those passages in your letter which involved 
the claim of the United States, on the principles of justice, 
tothe vevecation ofthe cyders in counei!, Your demand 
however, was neither unpoticed nor unanswered. In laying 
before you the complete, and as was believed, irresistible 
proof on which the United States expected and called for 
the revocation ¢f the orders in-council, a very explicit an- 
swer was supposed to be given to that demand. 

Equally unfounded is your complaint, that I misunder- 
stood that passage which claimed, as a condition of the re- 
vocation of the orders in council, that the trade of Great 
Britain with the continent, should be restored to the state in 
' which it was before the Berlin and Milan decrees were is- 
‘sued. As this pretension was novel and extraordinary, it was 

ecessary tliat a distinct idea should be formed of it, and 
with that view, I asked such an explanation as would enable 
me to form one. — . iS 

In the explanation given, you do not insist on the right to 
trade in British property, with British vessels, directly with 
your enemies. Suchaclaim you admit would be prepos- 
terous. But:you do insist by necessary implication, that 
France has no right to inhibit the importation into her ports, 
of British manufactures, or the produce of the British soil, 
- when the property ofneutrals ; and that until France removes 

- that inhibition, the United States are to be cut off by Great 
Britain, from all trade whatever with her enemies. 

On such a pretension it is almost impossible to reason. 
_ There is, I belieye, no example of it in the history of past 
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‘wars. Great Britain, the enemy of. Heine’, idetiakes to 
- fegulate the trade of France: nor is that all; she tells her 
that she must trade in British goods. If France and Great 
Britain were at peace, this pretension would not be set up; 


nor even thought of. _Has Great Britain’ then. acquired, in | 


this respect, by war rights which she has notin peace? And 
does she announce to neutral nations, that unless they consent 


to become the instruments of this policy, their commerce 


shall be annihilated, their vessels shall be shut up in. their 

own ports ? 

_ I might ask whether French goods are adgitted into Great 

Britain, even in peace ; and if they are, whether it be of: ‘right, 

or by the consent and policy of the British Government? 
That the property would be neutralized doés not affect the 


question. If the United States have no right to carry their 


own productions into’ France without the consent of the 
French government, how can they undertake to carry there, 
those of Great Britain? In all cases it must depend. on the 
interest and the willof the party. 

Nor is it material to what extent, or by what powers. the. 
trade to the continent is probibied, If the power S who pro- 
hibit it, are at war With Great Britam, the prohibition i is a Ne- 
cessary consequence of that state: If at peace, it is their 


own act, and whether it be voluntary or compulsive, they 
alone are answerable for it. If the act be taken at the insti- © 
gation and under the influence of France, the most that can 

be said, is, that it justifies reprisal against them by a.similar — 


“measure. On no principle whatever can it be said to give any 


sanction to- the conduct of Great Br itain: towards neutral 


nations. 
The United States can have no obj jection to the Zeralowment 


of their commercial capital in the supply of France and of the > 
continent generally with manufactures, and to comprise in the 


supply those of Great Britain, provided those powers will 
consent to it. But they cannot undertake to force such sup- 


plies on France or on any other PoNre in compliance with the 
claim of the British government, on principles incompatible | 


with the rights of every independent nation; and they will 
not demand in favor of another pores what they cannot claim 
for themselves. 


‘Alithat Great Britain could with. 1 reason. complain of, was wes 


the inhibition by the French decrees, of the lawful trade of 


neutrals with the British dominions. As soon as that inhibi-- 


tion ceased, her inhibition of our trade with France, ought i in 
like manner to have ceased. Having pledged herself to pro- 
ceed pari pass with France, in the revocation of ek ae a 
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tive acts, violating neutral rights, it has afforded just eatise 
of complaint, and éven of astonishment to the United States, 
that the British government should have sanctioned the sei- 
“sure and condemnation of American yessels under the orders 
in council, after the revocation of the French decrees was 
announced, and even in the very moment when your mission, 
avowed to be conciliatory, was to have its effect. I will only 
add, that had it appeared finally, that France had failed to 
perform her engagement, it might at least have been expected, 
that Great Britain would not have molested such of the ves- 
sels of the United States as might be entering the ports of 
rance on the faith of both governments, till that failure was 
- clearly proved. . 
| To many insinuations in your letter, I make no reply, be- 

cause they sufficiently. suggest the only one that would be 
Puoperss ae ae 

_ Af it were necessary to dwell on the,impartiality which has 
been observed by the United States towards the two bellige- 
rents, I might ask, whether, if Great Britain had accepted 
the condition which was offered equally to her and France, 
by the act of May Ist, 1810, and France had rejected it, there 
is cause to doubt that the non-importation act would haye 
been carried into effect against France? No such doubt can 
possibly exist because in a former instance, when the govern- 
ment trusting to a fulfilment by yours, of an arrangement 
which put an endto a non-intercourse with Great Britain, the 
_hon-intercourse was continued against France, who had not 
then repealed her decrees, as it was not doubted that England 
_ had done. Has it not been repeatedly declared to your go- 
vernment, that if Great Britain would revoke her orders in 
council, the President would immediately cause the non-im- 
"portation to cease? You well know, that the same declara- 
tion has been often made to yourself, and that nothing is 
Wanting to the removal of the existing obstructions to the 
commerce between the two countries, than a satisfactory as- 
surance, which will be received with pleasure from yourself, 
that the orders in council are at an end. 
. By the remark in your letter of the 3d of July, that the 
blockade of May 1806, had been included in the more com- 
_ prehensive system of the orders in council of the following 
year and that, if that blockade should be continued in force, 
after the repeal of the orders in council, it would be in con- 
sequence of the special application of a sufficient naval force, 
Teould not but infer your idea tobe, that the repeal of the 
orders in council would necessarily involve the repeal of the 
blockade of May. 1 was the more readily induced to make 
this"inference, from the consideration, that if the blockade 
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was nt revoked by the repeal of the orders in council, there 
would be no necessity for giving notice that it would be con- 
tinued, as by the further consideration, that according to the | 
decision of your court of admiralty, a blockade instituted by 
proclamation, does not cease by the removal of the force ap- 
plied to it, nor without a formal notice by the government to 
that effect. r f dia 1 tee ata et! 

_ It isnot however wished to discuss any question relative to 
the mode by which that blockade may be terminated. Its 
actual termination is the material object for consideration. 

It is easy to shew, and it has already been abundantly | 
shewn, that the blockade of May, 1806, is inconsistent, m 
any view that may be taken of it, with the law of nations, It 
is also easy to shew that, as now expounded, it is equally in- 
consistent with the sense of your government when the order 
was issued, and this change is a sufficient reply to the remarks 
which you haye applied ‘to me personally. 

If you will examine the order, you will find that it is strict- 
ly little more, than a blockade of the coast from the Seine to 
Ostend. There is an express reservation in it in favor of neu- 
trals to any part of the coast between Brest and the Seine, and 
between Ostend und the Elbe. Neutral powers are permitted. 
by it, to take from their own ports every kind of produce with- 
out distinction, as to its origin, and ‘to carry it to the conti- 
nent under that limitation, and with the exception only of 
contraband of war and enemies’ property, and to bring thence 
to their own ports in return, whatever articles they think fit. 
Why were contraband of war and enemies’ property excepted, 
if a commerce even in those articles would not otherwise have 
been permitted under the reservation? No order was neces- 
sary to subject them to seizure; they were liable to it by the 
law of nations, as asserted by Great Britain! ae |S i, 

Why then did the British government institute a blockade, 
which with respect to neutrals, was not rigorous, as to the 
greater part of the coast comprised in it? If you will look » 
to the state of things which then existed between the United 
States and Great Britain, you will find the answer. A con- — 
troversy had taken place between our governments on a dif- — 
ferent topic, which was still depending. The British govern- 
ment had interfered with the trade between France and her 
allies, in the produce of their colonies. The just claim of 
the United States was then a subject of negotiation, and your 
government professing its willingness to make a satisfactory 
arrangement of it, issued the order which allowed the trade, _ 
without making any concession as to the principle, reserving 
that for adjustment by treaty. It was in this light that 1 
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viewed, and in this sense, that Irepresented, that order to my 
_ government, and inno other did I make any comment on it. 
When you reflect that this order, by allowing the trade of 


“neutrals, in colonial productions, to all that portion of the 
coast which was not rigorously blockaded, atlorded to the 


United States, and an accommodation in a principal point then 
-atissue between our governmenis, and of which their citi- 


» zens extensively availed themselves; that that trade and the 


uestion of blockade, and every other question in which the 
nited States and Great Britain were interested, were then 
in a train of amicable negociation, you will, I think see the 
cause, why tlie mimister, who then represented the United 


' States with the British government, did not make a formal 
' complaint against it. You have appealed to me who- hap- 


pened to be that minister, and urged my silence, as an evi- 
dence of my tion of, or at least acquiescence in, the 
blockade. An explanation of the cause of :hat supposed si- 


_ lence, is not less due to myself than to the true character of 


the transaction. With the minister with whomI had the 


_ honor to treat, I may add, that an official formal complaint 


was not likely to be resorted to, because friendly communica- 


" tions were invited and preferred. The want of sucha docu- 
“ment, is no proof that the measure was approved by me, or 


that no complaint was made. In recalling to my mind, as 


this incident naturally does, the manly character of that dis- 


tinguished and illustrious statesman, and the confidence with 
which he inspired all those with whom he had to treat, I shall 


_ be permitted to express, as a slight tribute of respect to his 


memory, the very high consideration in which I have always 
heid his great talents and. virtues. . 


The United States have not, nor can they approve the 


- blockade of an extensive coast. Nothing ceriainly can be in- 
~ ferred from thing that has passed reidtiye to the block- 


ade of May, 1806, to countenance such an inference. 

Ih is seen with satisfaction that you still admit that the 
application of an adequate force is necessary to give a biock- 
ade a iegal character, and that it will tose that character 
whenever that adequate force ceases to be applied. As it 
Gannot be alledged that the application of any such adequate 
force has-been continued and actually exists, in the case of 
the blockade of May, 18U6, it would seem to be a fair inier- 
ence, that the repeal of the orders in council will leave no in- 
superable difficulty with respect to it. To suppose the con- 


. trary would be to suppose that the orders in council, said to 
~ include that blockade, resting: themselves on a principle of 


retaliation only, and not sustained by the application of an 
3 Dd 
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adequate force, would have the effect of sustaining a block- 
ade admitted to require the application of an adequate force, 
until such adequate force should actually take the place of 
the orders in council. Whenever any blockade is instituted, 
it will be a subject for consideration ; and if the blockade be 
in conformity to the law of nations, there will be no disposi- 
tion in this government to contest it. . 
I have the honor to be, &c. 


(Signed) /- "JAS. MONROE. __ 


Augustus J. Foster, Esq. Ge. Se. 


Mr. Monroe to Mr. Foster. 


SIR, Department of State, Oct. 17th, 1811. 
I haye the honor to communicate to you a copy of two 
- letters from the charge des affaires of the United States at 
Paris, to their charge des affaires at London, and a copy of 
a correspondence of the latter with the marquis of Wellesley 
on the subject. By this it will be seen, that Mr. Smith was 
informed by the marquis of Wellesley that he should trans- 


mit to you a copy of the communication from Paris that it 


might have full consideration in the discussions depending 
here. . 


from your government, on the receipt of this communication, 
if the new proof which it affords of the French repeal was 
satisfactory; yet it will be very agreeable to Jearn, that you 


are now authorised to concur in an arrangement that will — 
terminate both the orders in council and the non-importation 


act. ; 
I have the honor to be, &e. Ke. - 
(Signed) JAS. MONROE. 
Augustus J. Foster, Esq. Ee. Ec. ; 


*P. S. Hearing that you will not be in town for several days, 


. this letter and one bearing date on the 1st of this month, which I 
had prepared and intended to deliver to you on my return here, 
are forwarded by a special messenger. } 


Mr. Russell to Mr. J. S. Smith. 


sin, Paris, 5th July, 1811. 

- Lobserve by your letter of thé 7th ult. your solicitude to 

obtain evidence of the revocation of the Berlin and Milan 

decrees. Dd 
On the 5th of August last, the duke of Cadore announced 


Although an immediate repeal ‘was to have been expected _ 


to General Armstrong that these decrees were revoked, and . 


that they would cease to operate on the 1st of November. 
Since the first 0“ November, these decrees haye not, to my 
knowledge, in any instance, been executed to the prejudice 
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of American property arriving since that time. On the con- 
trary, the Grace Ann Green, coming clearly within the penal 
terms of those decrees, had they continued in force, was lib- 
erated in December last, and her cargo admitted in April. 
This vessel had indeed been taken by the English, and retak- 
en from them; but as this circumstance is not assigned here 
as the cause of the liberation of this property, it ought not to 
be presumed to have operated alone as such. 
Whatever special reasons may be supposed for the release 
of the Grace Ann Green, that of the New Orleans Packet 
. must have resulted from the revocation of the French edicts. 
The New Orleans Packet had been boarded by two English 
vessels of war, and had been some time at an English port, and 
thus doubly transgressed against the degree of Milan. On 
arriving at Bordeaux, she was in fact seized by the director 
of the customs, and these very transgressions expressly as- 
signed as the cause of seizure. When I was informed of this 
precipitate act of the officer at Bordeaux, I remonstrated 
against it, on the sole ground that the decrees under which 
it was made had been revoked. ‘This remonstrance was 
heard. All further proceedings against the New Orleans 
Packet were arrested; and on the 9th of January, both the 
vessel and cargo were ordered to be placed at the disposition 
of the owners, on giving bond. This bond has since been 
eancelled by an order of the government, and thus the libera- 
tion of the property perfected. The New Orleans Packet has” 
been sometime waiting in the Garonne, with her return cargo 
on board, for an opportunity only of escaping the English or- 
ders in council. 
_ I know of no other American vessel, arrived voluntarily in 
the empire of France or the kingdom of Italy since the first 
of November, to which the decrees of Berlinand Milan could’ 
be applied. _ 


Tam, Sir, very respectfully, 
__ Your very obd’t serv’t, 
. JONA. RUSSELL. 


\ 


John S. Smith, Esquire, 
\. Charge d affaires of the United States, London. 


Mr. Russell to Mr. J..5. Smith. 


n, Paris, 14th July, 1811. 

I had the honor to address to you, on the 5th instant, e 
Vorief account of the Grace Ann Green, and of the New Orleans’ 
} Packet. The proof which these cases furnish, especially 
he latter, ought, when unopposed as it is by any conflicting 
ircumstance, to be considered as conclusive of the revoca- 
ion ef the French é€dicts, to which, if continued in force, 


40 
these cases would have been liable. In addition, however, to 
this evidence, I have now the satisfaction to-communicate to_ 
you the liberation of the Two. Brothers, the Good Intent and 
the Star, three American vessels.captured since the first of 
November and brought into this empire, or into ports under 
its control. I should no doubt have been able to have an- 
nounced the release, by one general decision, of every Ameri- 
can vessel captured since that period, if the only inquiry 
were, Whether or not they had violated the Berlin and Milan 
decrees. Unfortunately, however, the practices of late years, 
renders the question of property extremely difficult to be sa-. 
tisfactorily decided. Amidst false papers and false oaths, 
after the most minute and tedious investigation, it often re-_ 
mains doubiful whether this property belongs to a neutral or 
an enemy. The time employed in this investigation has _ 
surely no connection with the Berlin and Milan decrees, and 
cannot be considered as evidence of their continuance. | ; 

It is posssible that those decrees may be kept in force in 
their municipal character, and be applied for the confiscation 
of English merchandise on the continent. And to prevent - 
their performing this function does not appear to be a concern. 
of the United States, nor can the measure adopted in retalia- 
tion of iton the partof England, be justly extended 
its limits, and: made to reach an unoffending neutral power 
which the act of her enemy does not affect. It is sufficient 
for us that the Berlin and Milan decrees have ceased 
to be executed on the high seas, and if the orders in 
council still continue to operate there, they surely are not . 
supported by any principle of the law of retaliation, but 
must be considered as a simple and unqualified violation of 
our neutral and national rights. Poy) Oa ie 

The proof now before you, of the revocation of the Berlin 
and Milan decrees, consists in the precise and formal decla- 
rations of this government, in its discontinuance to execute 
them to our prejudice-in a single instance; in its having ex- 
empted from this operation, every. vessel arriving spontane- 
ously since the Ist of November, to which they could be ap- 
plied, and every vessel forcibly brought in since that time on™ 
which there has been.a decision. After such evidence, to pre- © 
tend to doubt of their revocation with regard to us, would — 
seem to be the result of something more than mere incre+ 
dulity. Nee ae - ooh ae 

With much respect, Iam, &c. yt De 
_ JONA. RUSSELL. 


John Spear Smith, Esquire, 
Charge @affuires of the United States, London, 


period at which the French edicts were revoked. 


4 
Mr. J. S. Smith to the Marquis Wellesley. 


UY LORD, | Bentick Street, 23d July, 1811. 
The letter which I have the honor to present to your 
lordship, has been just received by me from Mr. Russell. So 


full and complete is this document, that I conceive it quite 


unnecessary to add any comment or remarks of my own. I 
shall however haye much pleasure in furnishing any other ex- 
pianations in my power, either verbal or written, that your 
lordship may desire. 4 

Any doubts that may have existed here of the effectual re- 
peal of the decrees of Berlin and Milan willnow, I feel assur- 
ed, be completely removed ; and I feel equally confident that 
this revocation of the French edicts will be immediately fol- 
lowed by that of the orders in council which.affect the neu- 
tral commerce of the United States. I need not assure your 
lordship of the great satisfaction I shall have in communi- 
cating this event to my government. 

As the “‘ orders in council’? have beenever declared by his 
Pa tow goveinment to be only of a retaliating character, 
and that they would cease to have any effect when the causes 
upon which they were founded had ceased to exist, I trust 
that noargument is necessary to shew (if your lordship shall 
feet the force with which the accompanying document unequi- 
vocally demonstrates the abandonment on the part of France 
of her decrees) that the “orders in council” should be so re- 
voked as to.embrace the American vessels that have been 
captured by British cruisers since the first of November, the 

I have the honor to subjoin to this, the circumstances of 
the two vessels to which Mr. Russell alludes in his letter. 

The Grace Ann Green had been captured by an English 
cruiser, was retaken by her own crew, and arrived at Mar- 
seilles, where vessel and cargo were notwistanding admitted. 

‘The New-Orleans Packet had been boarded by two English 
¢eruisers, and had been also at an English port, thus doubly 
transgressing against the French edicts. She arrived at 
Bourdcaux, was seized by the director of the customs for 
these very transgressions, but on the remonstrance of Mr. 
Russel was immediately released, and has been admitted ves- 
sel and cargo. Ihave the honor, &c. &c. 

(Signed) ~ J. S, SMITH, ° 
The most noble the Marquis Wellesley, Ec. &c. 


Lord Wellesley to Mr. J. S. Smith. 


IR, , Foreign Office, 8th August, 1811. 
Your letter of 23d ultimo lias been under the consideration 
Tk-2 
cf 
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of his royal highness the prince regent, and has received alb. 
the attention to which it is entitled. its 
Iam commanded by his royal Highiiess,, to acquaint you 
that he has thought fit to postpone the answer to your letter» 
until advices, which are’ ee eon from Mr. Hosters 
shall have been received. _ sae 
‘I have the honour to be, Kidd 
With great respect i ogee celia 
Sir, your most ob’t and humble weir 

(Signed) oer Sh WELLESLEY. 

John. S. Smith, Esquire, &e. & 


Lord Walled to » Mr, i S, co 


SIt, Foreign Office, August 14th, 1811. 
Since the date of my last letter, Ihave the honor to inform 

you that Ihave received a letter from Mr. Foster, his majesty’s 
minister in America, ‘by which it appears that he had actually 
commenced a negotiation with the government of the United 
States respecting the British orders in council. His des- 
patches, containing the particulars of the negotiation, have 
not yet reached me. Under ‘these circumstances, I have 
transmitted a copy of your letter, together with its inclosure, 
to Mr. Foster, in order that those documents may receive full 
consideration in the progress of the discussions: now depend- 
ing in America 

Ihave the honorte ee Ke. eri 

(Signed) -e iklosy eSeaecal 
John 8S. Smith, Esquire, Fe. fe, Beir 


Mr. Foster to Mr. Moston, 


SIR, - Washington, October 22d, 1811. 

I had the honour to receive your letter of the 17th instant, 
together with its three inclosures, on the road between Balti- 
more and this city; I had that ofreeeiving at the same time 
your letter dated October Ist, im answer to mine of the 26th 
of jast July. 

Not having had any espatches from his majesty’s govern- 
ment lately, ‘Thave not, as yet, reeeivéd the copy of the recent — 
communication from Paris, in regard to the supposed repeal 
of the French decrees, which the “charge d’affaires of the Uni- 
ted States at London has intimated to you that he understood. 
the marquis Wellesley intended to tr ansmit to me, and which ~ 
r conclude is the same as that contained in the letter of Mr. © 

tussell, the American charge @affaires in France. Tam, how-_ 
ever, in daily expectation of the arrival of his majesty’s — 
packet boat, when it will in all probability reach me, and ~ 
when, if I should reeeive any fresh ins tructions in conse- 
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quence, I will not fail immediately to acquaint you. In the 
-~ mean while, however, I beg you will permit me to make some 
remarks in reply toyour letter of October Ist, being extreme- 
ly anxious to do away the impression which you seem to have 
received relative to the demand I had. made for the repeal of 
the non-importation act of the present year. ss 
It is, I assure you, sir, with very great regret that I find. 
you consider that demand as involying in any degree propos 
_ sitions tending to degrade your nation. Such an idea cer- 
tainly never existed with his majesty’s government, nor 
would it be compatible with the friendly sentiments enter- 
. tained by them for the United States, neither could I have 
suffered myself to be the channel of conveying a demand’ ° 
which I thought had such a tendency ; however you may view 
the demand made on the part of Great Britain, I can safely 
say that it was made in consequence of its appearing to his 
majesty’s government on strong evidence, that the chief of 
the French nation had really deceived America as to the re- 
_ peal of his decrees, and in the hopes that the United States’ 
government wonld.therefore see the justice of replacing this 
- country on its former footing of amicable relations with Eng- 
land, nothing appearing to be more natural than such an ex- 
pectation, which seemed a necessary consequence of the dis- 
position expressed by America to maintain her neutrality, and 
_ desirable in every other point of view. I cannot, indeed, 
' bring myself to think, sir, that your candor would allow you, 
on a re-consideration, to put any other construction on the 
matter; and had my arguments had sufficient weight with 
you, in shewing that the French decrees were still in force, 
I cannot doubt but you would have agreed with me in the 
conclusion I drew; it would seein therefore only owing to 
' your not viewmg the decitful conduct of the French govern- 
ment in the same light that it appears to his majesty’s govern- 
_ ment, that a difference of opinion exists between us as to ihe 
proposal I madé, which under the conyiction entertained by 
them was surely a very just and natural one 
From the earnest desire of vindicating myself and my go- 
vernment from the charge of making any degrading or unjust 
demands on that of America, Liiave taken the liberty to trou- 
ble you-so far ; and I wili now proceed to shew why I thought 
you had misundersiood the passage of my ietter which related 
to the extent in which the repeal of the French decrees was 
required by Great Britain. In the explanation which you de- 
sired on this point, | gave you that which the marquis Well- 
esley gave to Mi. Pinkney in answer to his letter of August 
25 h, 1810, and I beg io refer you to the messuge of the Presi-. 
dent of the United States on the opening of Congress in De- 


44, 


cember, 1810, for a proof that the demand of Great Britain,’ 
in the extent in which I have stated it, was known to your 
government several’months ago: How was I therefore to sup- 
pose, in the term, innovations, as applied to the explanation 
given by me, that you could mean otherwise than some really. 
new pretension on the part of Great Britain, such as that 
France should suffer British property to be carried into her 
ports for the purposes of trade. if the warmth I was betray- 
ed into; in endeavoring to refute a supposed imputation of 
this sort, gave any offence, I sincerely regret it, and I will 
beg permission here to say, sir, that if unconsciously I have 
by any of my remarks led you to suppose they conveyed any 
improper insinuations, as one paragraph of your letter would 
appear to imply, Iam most unfeignedly sorry for it, as I en-. 
tertain the highest respect for you, personally, and for your 
government, and could only have meant what I wrote in the 
way of argument, or for the purpose of contrasting the pro- 
ceedings of France in her conduct towards the United States 
with that of Great Britain. 

in reverting to the extraordinary and unprecedented situa- 
tion of things that has arisen out of the war in Europe, it 
would seem needless to repeat the evidence there is, that the 
lawless and unbounded ambition of the ruler of France has. 
been the origin of it; and it cannot be a secret to the United 
States’ government that his plan has been, and avowedly con- 
tinues to be, not to scruple at the violation of any Jaw pro- 
vided he can thereby overthrow the maritime power of Eng- 
land. Is it not therefore reasonable in Great Britain, to dis-— 
trust an ambiguous declaration of his having suddenly given 
up any part of asystem which he thought calculated to pro- 
duce such an effect? You say, however, that the decrees of 
Beriin and Milan are revoked. America, as not being at war, 
and therefore not seeing so nearly into the views of France, 
may be less scrupulous as to the evidence necessary to prove 
the tact; but, sir, it surely cannot be expected that Great 
Britain, who is contending for every thing that is dear to her, 
should not require more proof on a point so material to her. 
It is undoubtedly a very desirable thing for the United States 
to have a free and unrestricted trade with both belligerents, 
.but the essential security and most important interests of 
America are not involved in the question as are those of 
Great Britain. France has levelled a blow which she hopes 
will prove deadly to the resources of Great Britain; and be- 
fore the British government can with safety give up the mea- 
sures of defence in consequence adopted by them, yery strong 
proof mus: exist of the cessation by France of her novel and 
unprecedented measures. . 
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I confess, sir, with the sincerest disposition to discover an 
the part of the ruler of France, a return to»the long estab- 
lished practice of warfare as exercised in civilized Europe, 
I have been unable to succeed ; and if the French government 
had really meant to withdraw their obnoxious decrees, it is 
inconceivable why, instead of allowing “their intention to be 
guessed at or inferred, they should not openly, and in plain 
language, have declared so, the decrees themselves having 
been clearly enough announced on their enactment why should 
not their revocation be equally explicit? | 
- While however, numerous declarations have been made on 
the part of France, ofthe continued existence of the decrees, 
and captures made under them of neutral ships have occur- 
red, a few of the American vessels seized since November 1’ 
have been restored, and the foregoing, a very small part of 
his plunder, is desired by Bonaparte to be considered as a 
proof of the sincerity of his revocation by America; but it 
must be recollected, that besides the object of ruining the 
British resources by his own unauthorised regulations, he 
has also that of endeavoring to obtain the aid of the United 
States for the same purpose; and herein you will, as I had’ 
the honor to remark in a former letter, be able to observe the 
eause of the appzrently contradictory language held both by 
himself and his ministers. 
I should be exiremely happy to receive from you, sir, the 
information, that ina frank and unambiguous manner, the 
chief of the French government had revoked his decrees. 
Why he should not do so, is inexplicable, if he means to re- 
vert to the ordinary means of war; but while he exercises 
such despotic sway, wherever his influence extends, to ruin’ 
the resources of England, it cannot be expected that Great 
Britain shall not use the means she possesses for the pur- 
pose of making him feel'the pressure of his own system. 
There is every reason to believe, that ere long, the effect on 
the enemies of Great Britain will be such as irresistibly to 
emai a change, which will place commerce on its former 
asis. In the mean time, sir, I hope you will not think it ex- 
traordinary, if [should contend that the seizure of American 
ships by France since November 1, and the positive and un- 
qutalified declarations of the French government, are stronger. 
proofs of the continued existence of the French decrees and 
the bad faith of the ruler of France, than the restoration of 
five or six vessels, too palpably given up for fallacious pur- 
es, or in testimony of his satisfaction at the attitude ta- 
nby America, is a proof of their revocation or of his re- 
turn. to the principles of justice. ; 
I will only repeat, sir, in answer to your observations en 
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the late condemnation of the ships taken under his majesty’s 
- orders in council, what I have already had the honor to state 
to you, that the delay which took place in their condemna- 
tion was not a consequence of any doubt existing in his ma-> 
jesty’s government as to whether the French decrees were 
revoked, as you seem to imagine, but in consequence of its 
being thought that the American government upon its ap-. 
pearing that they were deceived by France, would have cea- 
sed their injurious measures against*the British commerce. 
A considerable time elapsed before the decision took place _ 
on those ships, and there isno doubt but that, had the Uni- 
ted States’ government not persisted their unfriendly attitude. 
towards Great Britain on discovering the ill faith of France, 
a spirit of conciliation in his majésty’s government would. 
have caused their release. ae eo 

In reply to your observations on the pretensions of Great 
Britain relative to the revocation of the French decrees, I. 
beg to repeat, that the sum of the demands made by England ° 
is, that France should follow the established laws of warfare. 
as practised in former wars in Europe. Her ruler, by his de- 
erees of Berlin and Milan, declared himself no longer bound - 
by them ; he has openly renounced them in his violent efforts. 
to ruin the resources of Great Britain, and has trampled on_. 
the rights of independent nations to effect his purpose. If 
the French government make use of unprecedented violence 
to prevent the intercourse of England .with unoffending neu-. 
trals, can it be expected that England should tamely.suffer 
the establishment of such a novel system of war, without re-. 
taliation, and endeavoring, in her turn, to prevent the French. 
from enjoying the advantages of which she is unlawfully de-. 
prived. . 

Having explained already the situation in which the ques- 
tion of the blockade of May, 1806 rests, according to the. 
views of his majesty’s government, and the desire of Great. 
Britain to’ conduct her system of blockade according to the. 
laws of nations, I will only advert to it on this occasion for the. 
purpose of taking the liberty of acknowledging to you the 
very great pleasure I received from the highly honorable. 
mark of respect which you have taken the occasion toex- ~ 
press for the illustrious statesman from whose counsels that. 

“Measure emanated, #? 
«* Tneed not repeat to you, sir, what sincere satisfaction it 
would give me, if, without the sacrifice of the essential rights. 
and interests of Great Britain, all the points in discussion be-. 
tween our two countries could be finally adjusted. 
I have the honor to be, &c. &e. sepsis 
(Signed) AUG, J. FOSTER. 
The hon. James Monroe, Esc. Efe. 
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‘Mr. Monroe to Mr. Foster. 
siz, et Department of State, Oct. 29, 1811. 
sol neve had the honor to receive your letter of the 22d of 
this month, and to lay it before the’ President. 

The assurance which you have given of your disposition to 
reciprocate, in our communications on the important subjects 
depending between our governments, the respectful attention 
which each has a right to claim, and that no departure from 
it was intended in your letter of the 26th July, has been re- 

-eeived with the satisfaction due to the frank and conciliatory 
spirit in which it was made. 

I learn however, with much regret, that you have received 

‘no instructions from your government, founded on the new 
proof of the revocation of the Berlin and Milan decrees, which 
Was communicated to the marquis of Wellesley by the Ameri- 
can charge d’affaires at London, in a document of which I 
had the honor to transmit to you acopy. It might fairly have 
been , as I have before observed, that the evidence 
affo by that document of the comple te revocation of 
those decrees, so far as they interfered with the commerce of 
the United States with the British dominions, would have 
been followed by an immediate repeal of the orders in coun- 
cil. From the reply of the marquis of Wellesley it was at 
least to have been Eanasced that no time had been lost in 

_ transmitting that document to you. and that the insiructions 
meas tay it would have manifested a change in the sen- 

timents of your ment on the subject. The regret 

_ therefore cannot but be increased in finding that the commu- 
nication whichT had the honor to make to you, has not even 

had the effect of suspending your efforts to vindicate the per- 

"severance of your government in enforcing those orders. 

Iregret also to observe that tle light in which you have 
viewed this document, and the remarks which you have 
made on the subject generally, seem to preclude any other 
view of the conditions on which those orders are to be re- 
voked, than those that were furnished by your former com- 

_ munications. You still adhere to the pretension that the 

productions and manufactures of Great Britain, when neutral- 
ized must be admitted into the ports of your enemies. This 
pretension, however vague the language heretofore held by 

ur government, particularly by the marquis of Wellesicy in 

is communications with Mr. Pinkney on the subject, was ne- 
ver understood to have been embraced. Nothing indeed short 
of the’specific declarations which you have made, wouid have 
induced a belief that such was the case. 

Thave the honor to be, &c. 
(Signed) TAS. MONROE. 
Augustus J. Foster, Esq. ce. Se. 
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Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. — 


sil, : Washington, October 31, 1811.. 

I did not reply at great length to the observations con- 
tained in your letter of the 1st instant, on the pretensions of 
Great Britain as relative to the French system, because you 
seemed to me to have argued as if but a part of the system 
continued, and even that part had ceased to be considered as 
a measure of war,against Great Britain. For me to have al- 
lowed this, would have been at once to allow in the face of 
facts, that the decrees of France were repealed, and that her - 
unprecedented measures, avowedly pursited in defiance of the 
laws of nations, were become mere ordinary regulations of 
trade. I therefore thought fit to confine my answer to your 
remarks, to a general statement of the sum of the demands of 
Great Britain, which was, that France should by effectually 
revoking her decrees revert to the usual meihod of pay ing 
on war as practised in civilized Europe. 

The pretension of France to prohibit all commerce in arti- 
cles of British origin in every part of the continent, is one 
among the many v iolent innovations which are contained i in 
the decrees, and which are preceded by the declaration of 
their being founded on a determination of the ruler of France, 
as he himself avowed, to revert to the principles which cha- 
racterised the barbarism of the dark ages, and to forget all 
ideas of justice and even the common feelings of humanity in 
the new method of carrying on war adopted by him. — 

It is not, however, a question with Great Britain of mere 
commercial inter est, as you scem to suppose, which is involy-_ 
ed in the attempt by Bonaparte to blockade her both by sea- 
and land, but one of feeling and of national honor, contending 
as we do against the principles which he professes in his new — 
system of warfare. Ii is impossible for us to submit to the 
doctrine that he has a right to compel the whole continent te 
break off all intercourse with us, and to seize upon vessels 
belonging to neutral nations upon the sole plea of their having — 
_visited an English port, or of their being laden with articles 
of British or colonial Produce in whatsoever manner ac- 
quired. 

_ This pretension, however, is but a part of that spit em, the 
_ Whole of which under our consiruction of the letter of M. 
Champagny of August 5, 1810, corroborated by many subse- 
_ quent declarations of he French government and not invali- . 
dated by any unequivoc: al declaration of a contrat. ‘tenor, 
must be considered as still in full force. - 

In the communication which you lately transmitted to me;. 

{ am serry to repeat that I was unable to discover any facts 
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which satisfactorily proved that the decrees had been actually 
repealed, and I have already repeatedly stated the reasons 
which too probably led to the restoration of a few of the 
American ships taken in pursuance of the Berlin and Milan 
decrees after November 1. Mr. Russel does not seem to deny 
that the decrees may still be kept in force, only he thinks 
they have assumed a municipal character; but in M. Cham. 
pagny’s declaration, ambiguous as it was, there is no such 
division of them into two different characters, for if the con- 
tingency required by the French minister took place, the 
Berlin and Milan decrees were to cease according to his ex- 
pression, without any qualification. If thereiore a part of 
‘them remain or be revived again, as seems (o be allowed even 
here, why may not the whole be equaily so?.. Where proof 
can be obtained of their existence we have it, namely, in the 
ports of France in which vessels have been avowedly seized 
under. their operation since November 1. Of their maritime 
_€Xistence we cannot so easily obtain evidence because of ihe 
few French ships of war which venture to leave their har- 
bors. Who can doubt however but that had the ruler of 
France a navy at h> command equal to the enforcing of his 
violent decrees, he would soon shew that part of them to be 
no dead letter. The principle is not the less obnoxious be- 
cause it is from necessity almost dormant for the moment, 
nor ought it therefore to be less an object to be strenuously 

resisted. | 
Allow me, sir, here to express my sincere regret that I 
have not as yet been able to convince you by what I cannot 
but consider the strongest evidence, of the continued exist- 
ence of the French decrces, and consequently of the untriend- 
ly policy of your government in enforcing the non-importation 
against us and opening the trade with our enemies. His royal 
highness will, 1 am convinced, learn with unfeigned sorrow, 
that such continues to be still the determination of America, 
and whatever restrictions on the commerce enjoyed by Ame- 
rica in his majesty’s dominions may ensue on the port of 
Great Britain, as retaliatory on the refusal by your govern- 
ment to admit the productions of Great Britain, while they 
open their harbors to those of his majesty’s enemies, they 
will, I am persuaded, be adopted with sincere pain, and with 
pleasure relinquished whenever this country shail resume 
her neutral position and impartial attitude between the two 
belligerents. 
a els Sap I have the honor to be, &c. &c. 


ey (Signed) AUGS. J. FOSTER. 
The Hon. James Monroe, Secretary of State. 
é oh: Ez 
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CORRESPONDENCE — 


Relative to the encounter between the United States’ 


) 


Frigate thé 
President, and the British Sloop of War Latile 


tone 


Mr. Morier to Mr. Monroe. ~~ 

SIR, Baltimore, June@26th, 1811. 
{ have the honor to enclose the copy of an official letter 
addressed to rear admiral Sawyer, by captam Bingham com- 
manding his majesty’s sloop the Little Beit, which contaims 


sn account of the late engagement between that ship and the ~ 


American frigate the President. — . . Mette 
In thes communicating to you, without orders from his 
majesty’s government, this document, which in the most es- 
sential part differs so’ materially from that of commodore 
Rodgers, I trust that this government will receive it as a 
proof of the sincere desire which exists "with me, to open the 
way to 2) amicable arrangement of the question which may 
arise out of this unfortunate affair, when it shall be known to 
his majesty’s government. Mol Ge 
I have the honor to be, &c. &c. ag 

' (Signed) J.P. MORIER. 
The fon. James Monroe, &e. Ge. ar a : tae 

Mr. Monroe to Mr. Moriers, 0” 
, SIR, Depariment of State, June 28th, 1811. 


I had the honour to receive yesterday, your letier’of the 
26th insiant, communicating a statement from captain Bing- 


ham to admiral Sawver of the circumstances attending the 


late unfortunate encounter between the United States’ frigate 
the President, and his Britannic majesty sloop the little Belt. 

itis io be regretted that the statement made by captain 
Bingham should have varied in any circumstance from that 
made by the commander of the American frigate. I flatter 
myself; with the disposition of the President, which T am au- 
thorised to express, to make it thé subject of mutual and 


friendly explanations, that its disagreeable tendeney will be ° 


obviated. Lam induced to express this expectation with the 
more conhdence, from the conciliatory manner in which you 
have made this communication. - . 
| Thave the honor:to ‘be, ke, Sse aan toes, 
(Signed) @ JAS. MONROE. 
‘Vir. Morier, charge @ affaires of his Britannic majesty. 
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Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. 


SIR, Washington, Jul} 3d, 181%. 

The assurances which you did me the honor to give me 
yesterday. verbally, that no instructions whatever had been 
given to commodore Rodgers,which could, under anyconsiruc- 
tion, be meant to authorise his attempting to recover by force 
any person claimed as an impressed American citizen, from | 
_ on board any of his majesty’s ships of war, were amply sufli- 
cient to convey to my mind every satisfaction upon that sub- 
ject. The reports, however, current in the United States 
and connected with commodore Rodgers’ conduct «nd pro- 
ceedings, as well as the inferences which will be drawn from 
the expressions which he used to the captain of his majesty’s 
sloop Little Belt, being of a tendency to create doubts in 
Great Britain as to the nature of the authority under which 
he acted, I willingly accept your offer of making me the 
same statement in a more formal manner, in order that I may 
_ transmit it to my government, to prevent all possible mistake 
on so important a point. 

The question arising out of the encounter between the 
United States’ frigate President and his majesty’s sloop Little 
- Belt, will then remain limited to the act itselt. You are al- 
ready, sir, in possession of the British commander’s statement 
of the circumstances which attended it. His account and that 
of the American commodore, differ very materially with 
respect to some of the most important features of the trans- 
action; but in this they agree, that the chace which brought 
on the action, commenced on the part of commodore Rodgers ; 
for it cannot be maintained, that the advance made by captain 
Bingliam for the purpose of ascertaining if the sail descried 
by him was his majesty’s shin Guerrier, which it appears he 
had orders to join, was for the purpose of chasing, even if 
that could be urged as a plea by the American commander. 
As soon as he found his signals unanswered, he bore away, 
. until, to his infinite surprise, he found himself the object of 
the strange vesscl’s cager pursuit and hostile attitudes. What 
could be commodore Rodgers’ intention is not apparent. That 
he could not discover, at the distance of 70 or 100 yards, 
that the ship before him was a flush deck sloop, though it 
was but a little after 8 o’clock onthe 16th of May; that he 
could nt make out her colors atvhalf past 6 o’clock ; that his 
guns were double shottec ; and ihat with the security he pos- 
sessed, from the great force and superior sailing of the ship 
under his ecmmand and the circumstance of belonging to a 
neutral nation, he did not rather hold off duying the night, if 
he wished to speak the sloop, than by running under her stern 


savee tered, and for the insult offered to his flag. 


OD en ae 


in-a menacing: attitude, incur the risk of provoking a misut- 
derstanding, must appear unaccountable to the comprehension 
of every unprejudiced person, and will, Iam sure sir, seem 
to you.a sufficient reason, if there were no other, to warrant 
iny demanding that an eyamination be instituted into hi 

duct, with a view to suitable satisfaction being affor 
inajesty for the loss of so many of his subjects ‘s 


ALU SO 
capt ain Bi ngham’s charges be brought home to- ‘commodore 
Roc dger s, of his having refused to state the namie of the na- 
tion he belonged te, though-asked to do so on their nearing 
éach ote: in the dark, and of having fired a broadside into 
the sloop W ithout y ovocdiee which might at once have sunk 


Te is \ with h-gre “At iene e, Sir, -, that I ateil mveelf of noe 
rortunity to. acknowledge the promptness with which 
came forward with the assurances alluded to im the first part 
of this letter, and the readiness which you shewed to receive 
any communications from me in regard to the unhappy occur: 
vence which forms the subject of the remainder, © © => 
T have the honor to be, &e.&e, 
(Signed) AUG, a POSTER. 


The honorable Jemes Monroe, &e. Se. 


Mr. Munroe to Mr. Foss 


sIn, Depariment of State, July 16, 1811. 

{ have had the honor to receive your note respecting the 
late encounter between the American frigate the President 
and his Britannic majesty’s sloop of war the Little Belt. 

It is very satisfactory to find that you received the commu- 
nication which Thad the honor to make to you, in our first in- 
terv iew on the subject of your inquiry re elative to'that unfor- 

nate occurrence, in the amicable spirit in which it was 
lanier Although the excitement which had been produced 
by previous and recent age eressions, particularly by the im- 
presement of American citizens from American vessels, even 
on the coast of the United States, was great, yet ho order had 
been given by the government for the recovery by force, of 
any citizen so impressed, from any British ship of war. The 
orders given to the commanders of the frigates and other. 
armed vessels of the United States were for the protection of 
theyr coast, and of their commerce within the legitimate 

timits. 
Ineed not repeat to you, sir, the uae regret of ‘this go- 
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vernment thatsuch an encounter took place, and more especi- 
ally that it should have produced the unfortunate conse- 
quences which attended it. 
pm bgt Ihave the honor to be, &c. 
: (Signed) JAS. MONROE. 
Augustus J. Foster, Esq. Gc. . 
>= Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. 
| Se Washington, July 24, 1811. 
‘Thave had the honor to receive your letter dated on the 
16th instant, in answer to mine of the 3d, in which I expressed 
a desire to have stated in a more formal manner, your denial 
to me of orders having been given to commodore Rodgers 
» which could under any construction authorise that comman- 
der to attack any of his majesty’s ships of war, in search of 
any person claimed as an American seaman, and in which Tal- 
so demanded that an examination should be instituted into 
that officer’s conduct with a view to suitable reparation being 
. Spe iohis majesty, for what appears a wanton and unpro- 
_ “yoked attack made by the frigate under his command upon his 
majesty’s sloop of war the Little Belt. 

The denial Lasked for you have given me, and I beg to as- 

sure you, sir, that though I troubled you with the demand, 
because the extensiveness of the rumour which had attribut- 
ed such orders to the American government, had made it my 
duty so to do; yet I never entertained an idea for one mo- 
ment that the goyernment of the United States could have 
issued such orders, because they must have been considered 
as manifestations of direct intentions of hostility which would 
have been incompatible with the relations of amity subsisting 
between America and Great Britain. ' 
. On such a point, sir, a simple denial was all I asked and 
what I expected to receive. It was therefore with pain that 
I found you had connected it with allusions to other topics, 
calculated to produce irritation, on which, whatever com- 
plaints you may have to make to me, I shall be ever ready to 
receive and forward them for redress to the commander in 
chief of his majesty’s naval forces at Halifax, or to his ma- 
jesty’s government, but the mentioning of-which in your note 
in answer to mine on a distinct subject of the most serious 
importance, you will pardon me if I must consider as matter 
of regret, especially as you wished me to receive the com- 
munication you made me as given in an amicable spirit. 

- Moreover from the tenor of the part of your letter in which 
you lave connected the question of impressment with that of 
an attack on a British ship of war, an inference is forced upon 
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me, Which you surely never pe haye eat me to draw, 


but which, nevertheless, the passage conveys, namely, that, 
although the government of the United States had not given 
orders for the recovery by force of any American citizen 
claimed from a British national ship, they still maintain they 


might have been justified in so doing, ‘The right of cA asi 4 


ing a ship of war has been so positively disavowed on tl 
of his majesty’s government, and so. disclaimed b: 1 
America, that I could-not have expected any doubts would. 
ever again have been thrown on the matter, and yet the Ian- 
guage of your letter, until it is explained, will certainly 
authorise such doubts as far as shia to the American go 
vernment. 

I have no answer at all fr cungienl sir, to my demand fore an 
inquiry being instituted mto the conduct of captain Rodgers. 
This omission has occasioned, to me the more surprize, be+ 

cause in addition to there appearing to be no cause why the 
government of America should decline to listen to so just a 
demand on my part, there seemed to be every reason why 
they should even for their own satisfaction have desired to” 
clear up the circumstances of his most extraordinary proceed: 
ing. I will mdeed frankly own to you that I did think on 
reaching this city to have found that officer’s conduct alreas 
dy, by the spontaneous act of the government of United 
States, undergoing an examination, instead of hearing that 
he had been sent immediately to sea again, which seemed to 
denote an approbation of his behaviour ; and I thought I could 
the more rely on this being the course the President would 
have pursued, from a consideration of that which his majes- 
ty’s government had taken in the case of the Chesapeake 
when every reparation practicable at the mstant the mtelli- 
gence reaclied London of that unfortunate event, was pete 
to you, sir, promptly and:unasked. for. 

T feel the more regret, sir, at the course taken by your go- 
‘vernment in this-sffair, because I have been necessarily oblig- 
ed in consequence to suspend carrying into execution that part 
of my instructions by which I was directed immediately on 
my arrival here to offer such further reparation for the at- 

tack on the Chesapeake frigate as would, I'am convinced, 
"have proved satisfactory, I had the honor to state to you 
in our first interview that I had such instructions, although 
ft omitted to mention it in my note, because, as Vou may re- 
member, I expressed to you at the time, it seemed to me the 
American government might feel more free to 2et'as the jus- 
tice of the case required, if the’ tio subjects were heap un 
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connected; and in this opinion I thought you appeared to’ 
concur. | 
_ Ihave the honor to be, &. —! 
i ; AUG... J. FOSTER. 
The hon. James Monroe, Secretary of State. 


, Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. 


4 _ Philadelphia, Sept. 4, 1811. 
_ Thave now, by an express messenger from England res ” 
ceived the commands of his royal highness the prince regent, 
acting in the name and on the behalt of his majesty, relative 
to the late violent aggression committed by the United 
States’ frigate the President on his majesty’s ship Little Belt, 
and I have the honor of communicating to you the enclosed 
documents which have been transmitted to me by my govern- 
ment to be laid before that of the United States, comprehend- 
ing a copy of a letter from lord James Townshend, command- 
ing officer at Halifax, dated May 30th, 1811, enclosing a state- 
. ent of the action by the officers of the Little, Belt, the re- 
Bort of the commissioner of his majesty’S navy board at Hali- 
fax im-respect to the damage done the Little Belt, a copy of 
rear Saeed Bawyer’s letter, enclosing his instructions to 
captain Bingham, as well cs a list of: killed and wounded on 
board the sloop of war; ‘and finally a copy of the correspond- 
ence on the subject which took place between the marquis 
Wellesley and Mr. Smith, American charge d’affairs in Lon- 
don, of that of captain Bingham’s official letter you are al- 
ready in possession.* 

In communicating to you, sir, these documents, I am par- 
ticularly directed to call your attention to the instructions of 
admiral Sawyer, which furnish the strongest evidence of the 
pacific and friendly intentions of his majesty’s government 
towards this country. The very pointed manner in which 
the commander in chief on the Halifax station had enjoined 
captain ers ae to avoid giving offence to the government or 
subjects of the United States, is of itself presumptive proof 

«oi the iruth of that officer’s statement, even if there were 
not such strong evidence as appears fiom the deposition of 
the different officers on board his majesty’s ship as to the ac- 
' tion haying been commenced by captain Rodgers. 
. His majesiy’s government were entitled to expect, as I have 
had already the honor io. obferve to you, sir, in my former 
letter, that the American government would have manifested 


% u 
ye” i 
af < is 


= * The publicis so well acquainted with these documents, that 
it is deemed unnecessary io attach them to this pamphlet. 
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« prompt disposition to obviate, by an early disavowal and by 
just reparation, the necessary tendency of such an event to 
disturb the friendship subsisting between the two states, and 
this expectation was the more natural from the example af- 
forded by his majesty’s government in the case of the Chesa- 
peake. See aaa; been ery 
Such, however, having not been the case, I am commanded 
by his royal highness to jose no time in communicating to 
you the papers enclosed, which explain in the fuilest manner 
the circumstances of the transaction, and the very great ex- 
tent of the outrage committed, by which so many valuable 
lives were sacrificed, and in demanding the immediate dis- 
avowal on the part of the United States of the act of aggres- 
sion committed against his majesty’s ship, as also in requir- 
ing a just reparation of the injury received. : ae 
Ihave the honor to be, &c. 
(Signed) AUG. J: FOSTER... 
The hon. James Monroe, 8c. ce. mn es 


Mr. Monroe to Mr. Foster. 


SIR, Department of State, Sept. 14, 1811. 
Ihave had the honour to receive your letter of the 4th inst. 
respecting the encounter between the United States’ frigate 
the President and his Britannic majesty’s ship Little Belt, 
which Ihave laid before the President of the United States. 
In the first interview which took place between us, after 
your arrival at Washington, I stated explicitly that no in- 
struction had been given to take any seaman from on board 
a British ship of war, nor any order whatever of a hostile na- 
ture. I made the same declaration afterwards, at your re- 
quest, in a more formal manner; and it is with the same 
frankness that I now again repeat it. 
Such a declaration was deemed proper, in order to obviate 
misapprehensions, which might obstruct any conciliatory and 
sutisfactory propositions with which you might be charged. 
ft was in conformity also with the candor and friendly policy 
which have been shown by this government in ail its transac-» 
tions with Great Britain. Re eee Soa Ua 
If the answer to your former letter was limited to this dis- - 
avowal of hostile intentions on the part of this government, it 
need scarcely be remarked that no further view of the subject 
could then, nor as yet can, be entered into, on the demand of. 
the British government, without forgetting an essential pre- | 
liminary to such a demand. SR see 
It might be added, that with the circumstances of the 
transaction, as officially before this government, the true 
ground on which it claimed attention, was that of a violent. 
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- aggression by a British on an American ship, in 4 situation and 
manner authorising the strongest appeal to the British go- 
vernment for redress. If an instant representation and de- 
mand to that effect were not made, it was a proof only that 
this government permitted the event of the encounter to tem- 
per the feelings and retard the complaint, prompted by the 
origin and character of it. _ 

It is not seen without surprise, that the case of the Chesa- 
peake is cited as an example supporting a demand of repara- 
tion in the present case. No other remark will be made than 
that the fifth year is now elapsing without reparation in that 
case, although so palpably and even confessedly due to the 

rights of the United States and the honour of their flag. 
' In the instruction to captain Bingham thus frankly com- 
municated, the President sees a token of amity and concilia- 
‘tion, which if pursued in the extent corresponding witi that 
in which these sentiments are entertained by the United 
States, must hasten a termination of every controversy which 
has so long existed between the two countries. 
Ihave the honor to be, &c. &e. 

(Signed) JAS. MONROE. 

Augustus J. Foster, Esq. &c. &e. 


Mr. Monroe to Mr. Foster. 


See aie Department of State, October 11, 1811. 

I have the honour to transmit to you a copy ef the proceed- 
ings of a court of inquiry, held by order of the President on 
the conduct of commodore Rodgers, in the late encounter be- 
tween a frigate of the United States the President, and his 
Britannic majesty’s ship the Litile Belt. 

The result of this inquiry, which was conducted in public, 
in a manner the most fair and impartial, and established by 
the concurrent testimony of all the officers of the American 
ship, ind of others whom it was proper to summon, cannot, 
it is presumed, leave a doubt in the mind of any one, that 
captain Bingham made the attack and without a justifiable 
cause. 

That commodore Rogers pursued a vessel which had at 
first pursued him, and hailed her as soon as he approached 
within a-suitable distance, are circumstances which can be 
of no avail to captain Bingham. The United States have a 
right to know the national character of the armed ships 
which hover on their- coast, and whether they visit it with 
friendly or illicit views. It is aright inseparable from the 
sovereignty, of every independent state, and intimately con- 

nected with their tranquility and pexce. All nations exercise 
it, and none with more rigor or at a greater distance from the 
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coast, than Great Britain herself, nor any on more justifiable 
grounds than the United States. In addition to the conside- 
rations which have recommended ‘this precaution to other 
powers, it is rendered of the more importance to the United 
States, by the practice of armed. vessels from the West-in- 
dies, in visiting our coast for unauthorised and even piratical 
purposes. Instances have also occurred in which the comman- 
ders of British ships of war, after impressing seamen from 
American vessels, have concealed their names and the names 
of their ships, whereby an application to their government 


for the teparation due for such outrages, with the requisite 


certainty, is rendered impracticable. For these reasons, the 
conduct of commodore Rodgers, in approaching the Little 
Belt to make the necessary inquiries and exchange a friendly 
salute, was strictly correct. : 
The President, therefore, can regard the.act of captain 
Bingham no otherwise than as a hostile aggression on the flag 
of the United States, and he is persuaded that his Britannic 
majesty, viewing it in the same light, will bestow on it the 
attention which it merits. 
I have the honor to be, &c.’ hic 
(Signed) . JAS. MONROE. | 
-lugustis J. Foster, Esq. Se. Se. . 


Mr. Foster to Mr. Monroe. 


SIR, Washington, October 24, 1811. | 

I have had the honor to receive your letter of the 11th 
imstant, enclosing a copy of the proceedings of a court of in- 
quiry held by order of the President of the United States on 
the conduct of commodore Rodgers in the late encounter be- 
tween a frigate of the United States the President, and his 
majesty’s ship the Lille Belt, fixing on captain Bingham the 
charge of having commenced the engagement, and claiming, 
in consequence, the attention of his majesty’s government to- 
wards it as to an act of hostility on the part of the British 
officer. 

I may be permitted to remind you, sir, that after I had as- 
certained from you that no hostile intentions on the part of 
the government of the United States were connected with the 
proceedings of captain Rodgers, all I asked in the first in- 


~ stance was that the President of the United States would he 


pleased to order an inquiry into his conduct, which had 
tended so seriously to interrupt. the harmony subsisting be- 
tween our two countries, and which having hitherto received 
no palliation whatever from any evidence m contradiction 10 
captain Bingham’s statement, as officially transmitted fo his 
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majesty’s government, must have continued to appear to them 
to be utterly incapable of receiving any. 

The document you have now done me the honor to commu- 
nicate to me, with the copy antiexed of captain Rodgers’ let- 
ter, (for the first time officially before me,) is however so far 
satisfactory, as it shows that captain Rodgers has endeavored 
to exculpate himself, exhibiting the ground on which he rests 
his defence, and I shall without delay transmit it to be laid 
before his royal highness the prince regent. It certainly 
proves a most unaccountable dartice to exist between the 
statement of the commander and officers of the Lille Belt and 
those of the President, as to the firing of the first gun; but I 

_ Must remark that from the concurrent testimony of several of 
the United States’ ship, as to the orders given by captain 
Rodgers on nearing the Lille Belt, there appears to have been 
an impression on his mind, that an encounter was to ensue, 
and as the Lille Belt was evidently endeavoring to avoid him, 
suich an idea it would seem could only bhaye arisen from the 
opinion he entertained of his own procecdings as being likely 
to bring it on. ; 

I take this occasion to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter, dated September 14, in answer to mine of the 2d, a 
copy of which I immediately forwarded to my government. 

I have the honor to be &c 


(Signed) AUG. J. FOSTER. 
The Hon. James Monroe, “3c. Ee. 
f —> 
AN ACT 


Declaring WAR between the United Kingdom of Great Bri- 
tain and Ireland, and the dependencies thereof, and the 
United States of America and their dependencies. 


BE it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America, in Congress assembled, ‘That 
WAR be and the same is hereby declared ‘o exist between 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and the de- 
pendencies thereof, and the United States of America and 
their territories; and that the President of the United States 

- be and is hereby authorised to use the whole land and naval 
force of the United States to carry the same into eflect, and 
“to issue to private armed vessels of the United States com- 
missions or letters of marque and general reprisal, in such 
form as he shall think proper, and under the sel of the Unit- 
ed States, against the vessels, goods, and effects of the go- 
vernment of the same United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Treland, and of the subjects thereof. 

June 18, 1812—Approved, ~ JAMES MADISON. 
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